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pferson. Excited by the violent conduct of John of An- 
tioch, diey form an opposition party in the East, the sy- 
nod of Cilicia Secunda 

Proclus appointed patriarch on the death of Maximian, in 433, 
although the people demand Nestorius. His connexion 
with Cyrill and John. The latter endeavours to put 
\ down the opposition of the Asiatics by resorting to the 

civil power 

Theodoret’s negotiations with John. He endeavours to bring 
over the»more rigid Antiochians, but fails. Alexander of 
Hierapolis and Meletius of Mopsuestia banished . . . 

. , Sequel of the fate of Nestorius, 187. 

Kemains four years in a cloister near Antioch, a.d. 435, 
banished to the Egyptian Oasis. His letter to the prse- 
fect of Thebais, and the unmerciful treatment he received. 
IJig tragedy written by himself (and that of his friend 
Ireuanis) . Circumstances of his death unknown . 

Severet laws passed against Nestorianism, a-d. 435. Theodo- 
ret, continuing steadfast, is accused of being a Nestorian 
by Cyrill 

CyrilVs plan to procure the condemnation of Diodorus and Theodore. 

His death, 192. 

Tbe attempts of Rabulus of Edessa, and of the abbot Maximus, 

violently opposed in the Syrian church 

Cyrilfs labours with the emperor frustrated by the superior 
prudence of Proclus. The latter^s Tomus ad Armenos. 
His del^egates transcend their powers. Letter of the An- 
tiochian synod in behalf of Theodore, addressed to the 

• emperor. Letter of Proclus to John, and ordinance of the 

emperor to the synod. Cyrill evades the storm . . • 

* Cyriirs work aimed against Theodoret : “ that there is but one 
CIhrist.” Tiieodorefs defence of Theodore . . . . 

New plots of Cyrill. His death. . 

jOj0scoru8^ Cy rill's successor , of the same mind with his pre- 
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decessor, but still more violent — his zeal to establish the 
authority of the AleEandrian church. Treats every dis- 
tioction of natures in the concrete subject as a JNestorian 
heresy. Theodoret the main object of his attack. His 
connection with Syrian monks and ecclesiastics under 
Barsumas, and the illiterate monks of Constantinople 

under Eutyches* . . » 198 — ^200 

The Eranist of Theodoret, a work temperately composed 
against th^ Eutychian and Egyptian type of doctrine, in 

447 ^ . 201— 2Q2 

Theodoret arraigned by Dioscurus before Domnus of Antioch. <5 
Mild letter of Theodoret to Dioscurus. Theodoret accused 
by Dioscurus before the emperor, of Nestorianism. Th«o- • 
doret and Domnus defend themselves. Theodoret forbid- 
den to leave his diocese 202 — 203 

Eutyches and the Synod at Constantinople^ in 448, 204. 

Complaint entered before this synod against Eutyches by 
Tlusebins of Doryleum. Flavian, president of the synod, 
attempts to reconcile the parties, but fails. Eutyches ap- 
pears before the synod, after being thrice summoned. 

Emperor’s letter to the synod, apparently in favour of 
Eutyches. Florentius, the emperor’s commissioner' of 


faith 204—206 

Eutyches deposed and excommunicated 208 


Influential connections of Eutyches. His petition to the em- 
peror. Sentence revised — but confirmed 208 — 209 

Eutyches appeals to a general council, and confers for this 
purpose with Leo the Great of Rome. Flavian seeks to 
hinder this, and writes also to Leo 210 — 211 


Bobber* s Synod at Ephesus^ a.d. 449, 211. 

Party ordinance of the emperor. Dioscurus president of the 
synod. Orders respecting Theodoret and Barsumas. * 
Commissioners of the emperor 211 — 213 

Dioscurus rules supreme, by means of his voice, the monks, 
the soldiers, and the cowardice of many bishops. The 
Niedho-Ephesian creed established as alone valid. Fla- 
vian, Eusebius, Domnus, and the firm Theodoret deposed 213—217 

Course taken by Leo the Great with regard to the Bobber* s Synods 
218. 


Acquiesces in the condemnation of Eutyches. ffis letter to 
Flaoian. Slight attention paid to his delegates at the 
Ephesian council. Flavian and Theodoret appeal to an 

Italian council . 

I^eo’s letter, at first to no purpose, against the latrocinium. 
Negotiations with him, to procure his recognition of Ana- 
tolius ^ • 

Chan^ of political relations, Pnlcheria and Marcian in power, 
aJ^r 450. I<eo’s infinence increases ...... 


* 220 
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Order for a general council to meet at Nice. I^eo’s delegates. 

Council remove^l to Chalcedoii . . • 223 


FonrHi ectimenicdl ccmnciL held at Chalcedon, A.o. d.ol. 2‘23. 

Excitement of the parties. Theodoret’s reception. Many 
bisliops veer round 'with tlie ne'v\ breeze at court . 
Ayevsion td the forming of a new creed- The creeTl of Ana- 
tolius, 'which is aj)proved by the Egyptian'party (Christ 
out of t^vo natures ). A part of the Orientals and the lioanan 
delegates not satisfied. Threat of a Western council , 
A crt’’e(f finally agreed upon*, by adopting several articles 

from the letter of Leo * 

Dioscurus deposed . 

Cinvorthy treatment of Theodoret, "who at last directly con- 
demns Nestorius . . , 

Case eft’ tlu' ten Egyptian bishops 

The union at Chalcedon also, merely in appearance 
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2.31 

231 


JMonojthyaitv confrovt rsy, 2.32. 

Original germ of it 232 

Tlie nionk 'Tlieodosins, afttT the expulsion of .Tnvenal, made 

patriav('h of Jerusalem 232 

Proterius, the successor of Dioscurus at Alexandria, and the 
IMonophysite party under Timothy Ailurus. INIade bishop 

by tins party in 4.57 2.33 

Assassination of Proterins. The emperor d(‘.sires an agree- 
.inent <)f*tlic two parties. Leo the Groat applied to, and 
slums no disposition to yield anything. Imperial request 
address(\l to all the Metropolitans. Wise judgment of the 
bisliops of Pamphjlia. Panishment of Ailurus, a.i>. 4li0. 

Til^ mild Salophaeiolus made patriarch 233 — 2 D 

Basiliscais d('thrones Zeno. a.d. 47<3 lii the beghining fiivour- 
ahle to Moiiopli\sitism. Ilis circular letter condemns tlie 
Chalcedoriian creed and Leo’s epistle. Ailurus once more 
patriarch, Acaeius of Constantinople resists the emperor. 

Anii-circulav of Pasiliscus 234 — 2.35 

Zeno again emperor. Favourable to the Clialcedonian party. 

Choice of Peter Aloiigus by the Moiiopliysites, after the 
death of Ailurus. Obliged to flee. Salophaeiolus again 
patriarch. Peter Aloiigus aiul John Talaya chosen . . 23.5 — 2-37 

John Talaya. with Gennadius, at (7oustaiitinople. Ilis con- 
nection Avith Illns. Irritates Acaeius. The cunning Peter 
Alongus. Zeno’s Hevoticmi, a . i >. 482. New divisioiu. 

Tour partle.s ('tlie Acephali among the Monoplijs.)— 

Schism betwixt the Eastern and the Western church . 2.‘i7 — 239 
‘Anastasius emperor in 491. Endeavours to maintain the 
rienoticon, fs suspicions of Monophysitism. Tlie pa- 
triarchs Enplieniius and Macedonius of ( 5iii-t'iT.t''.iople. 

^Pliiloxtmns of llierapolis and Scveru.s. the l'<'o ju.id- o! 
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the hitherto headless party (the Acephali). Tumult in 
Cbnstaiitiiiople, in cftnseqneuce of the additic^i to the 
T'l'isiKjion. Tlie emperor removes Macedouius, but is 
afterwards obliged to make concessions to the Chalce- 

donian party • • \ ' , . . 239 — 2U 

Justin emperor from the year 518. Enthusiasm for the Chal- 
cedoniau council Vitalian and Justinian. Negotiations 
with Rome. Anathema on the leaders of the IMonophy- 
sites. Acjicius himself sacrificed. Severus flees to Alex- 
andria 242 — 244 

O ^ 

Justinian tnn per or from the year 527. 244. 

Would fain be cliampion of the Chalcedoniaii orthodoxy, and 
lawgiver to the church as well as to the state. Ifi so 
doing, acts as the tool of others, particularly of Lis Mono- 
physite wife Theodora. Anthimus her favourite, whoiu, 
deceiving her husband, she makes patriarch, a’.i>. 335. 

Anthimus excommunicated by Agapetus of Rome. De- 
posed by the undeceived emperor. Meimas is made pa- 
triarch 244—240 

The council under Mennas, a.d. 530, fully condemns Mono- 
physitism. Justinian’s despotic law confirming this deci- 
sion 240 

Intrigues of Theodora, with the aid of V^igilius, a deacon, and 
after the banishment of Silverius, in 538, bishop of Rome. 

Vigilius declines to declare openly in favour of Mono- 

physitism ^ . 240—248 

The Origenistic court-party, led by Doinitiau and Theodore 
Ascidas. Peter of Jerusalem, Pelagius the Roman Apo- 
crisarius, and Mennas (the two last being jealous of the 
influence of Theodore Ascidas), propose to the emperor 
the condemnation of the heresies of Origen. Emperor’s 
letter to INIemias, and a synod condemn Origen ; yet Theo- 
dore Ascidas and Domitian sacrifice the truth to party 

interests, and subscribe 248 — 251 

The Origenists exert themselves to make the anathema pro- 
nounced oti Origen recoil on Theodore of Mopsuestia, 

Theodoret, and Ibas, for the purpose of drawing off the 
emperor, annoying Mennas, and forming a combination 
with the Moiiopbysites and Theodora. They persuade 
the emperor to condemn those three church teachers by 
his edict de tribus capitulis, a.d. 544 ; which the four 
Oriental patriarchs, and the majority of the bishops, after 
some resistance at first, subscribe 251—254 

The controversy on the three chapters, 255. 

Protest of the more free-spirited Africans, particu^rly of 
Poritian, as also of the bishops of Dalmatia and Illyria, 
against the imperial edict. At the request of Vigilius 
bishop of Rome, whom the emperor endeavours to gain, 
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Fulgent’ius Ferrandus writes his judgment. (1 . Authority 
of genei'al councils. 2. Persons deceasi^d are removed 
from the jurisdiction of a human tribunal. 3. The writ- 
ing of ail individual, though subscribed by many, does 
not approach tor the authority of holy writ^ Vigilius, in- 
clined to follow tliis judgment at first, is gained over by 
the CK)urt-party — then seeks himself to gaii over the 
African bishops. Seventy subscribe \i\?>^judicatiim^ but 
two gf his own deacons, and others of the clergy, oppose 

it 

Thorongi) %nd free-spirited defence of the three articles by 

Facundus of Ilenniaim 

Vigilius, eAco'iimunicated by a Western synodal decision, 
urges the Call of a general council. Retracts his judica- 
turn. Ills bhameful oath. Council of Constance, A-d. 551. 
A part of the African bishops appear. Persecution of the 
resisting bisl\ops. (Reparatiis of Carthage banished.) 
New edict of the emperor drawn out in detail. Vigilius de- 
clines subscribing it 

Fifth ecumenical council at Constantinople a.d. 553. Vigilius 
Constitiituni ad imperatorem. Vigilius excommunicated 
\)y the emperor. Theodore of Mopsuestia, and several of 
the wofks of Theodoret and of I has, condemned. Many 
bishops deposed. Vigilius, still inconstant, confirms the 

decrees of the council 

Union of the Monopliysites with the ruling church not yet 
effected, Si e(.s.''i<>n of the churches of Istria and Aquilia 

from Ifcnne 

Aphthartodocetisiu (Christ subjected himself to the affections 
and defects of a sensuous nature only oiKovofAioiv) pro- 
ceeding from a mistaken effort to glorify Christ. The 
emperor, who had already, in 533, confirmed the formulas 
of the Theopaschites, makes it a law. Deposes Eutychius. 
Justinian’s death, a.d. 505, delivers the church from the 
utter confusion which threatened it ...... 
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formation of isolated church parties, which grew 

OUT OF THESE DISPUTES BEYOND THE LIMITS OF THE 
ROMAN EMPIRE 268 

JSFtsforians in Persia, 

Edessa in Mesopotamia, a seminary for Persian church- 
.teachers. Kj|bulas of Edessa becomes a follower of Cyrill- 
Zealous against Nestorianism. Expels the Presbyter Ibas 
and others, who go to Persia, Letter of Ibas to Maris, 
and his translations of the writings of Theodore and Dio- 
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dorus into the Syrian tongue, a.d. 435 becomes bishop 

of.Edessa . . . 269 - 270 

Activity of Barsumas (one of those who had been driven away 
by 'Rabulas) as bishop of Nisibis, from 435 to 489, in es- 
tablishing the Nestorian church ; the organization of * 
which is completed by a synod under Babias patriarch of 
Seleucia, from «the year 496. (Permits the clergy tQ 

marry.) , . . ^ 270 

The school of Edessa, destroyed in 489 by Zeno, transplanted 

to Nisibis ’ *, 271 

3Ionophy sites ^ 21 

Tn Egypt (seceded in the time of Justinian) and in Ethiopia? . ^71 

In Armenia, more liberal. The synod of Thiven, under the 
Catholicus Nierses, in 536, condemns the Chalcedoriian 

council i 27V — 272 

In Syria, the restless activity of Jacob, the Metropolitan, In 

behalf of the oppressed church, till 578. Jacobites . . 272 

Divisions among the Monophysites. The party of Severus. 

Niobites. Severus favours Phthartodocetism. Themis- 

tius inclined to Agnoetism . 273 ^ 

Studies, for the most part, barren and unprofitable dialectics. 

Aristotle. Two men of larger views. John Philoporius 
(distinguished the two-fold Aristotelian sense of the term 
(pvffn — accused of tritheism) and Stephen Gobarus (collates 
the opposite decisions of the older church teachers) . . 273 — 275 

Mystical tendency of Bar Sudaili, an abbot of Edessa; taught 
that all fallen beings would eventually be raised to union 
with God. His Chiliasm. His mystical interpretations 
of scripture 275 — 278 

Doctrine concerning 3Ian^ 278. 

Introductory remarks. Practical spirit of the Western church. 

The West (TertuUian) gives more prominence to sin and 
grace. The Oriental church (Origen) to that wh.ich is 
akin to God and to the free-will; answering to the two 
main directions of human culture 278 — 28(i 

The West, 280. 

Development of the doctrine concerning man, previous to the 

time of Augustin 280 

The still undeveloped system of Hilary of Poictiers. 

The sinful propensity cleaving to all men from Adam. Hilary 
seems to refer moral evil to the sensuous nature. All men 
need the forgiveness of sin. Among men, all goodness 
relative. Holds to a certain painful righteousnes|, of the 
law. The mild yoke of Christ. Presupposes, too, the 
communication of a new principle of life by Christ. 

Gives prominence to the free-will 280~4^5 
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AmbrosCy ihe predecessor of Augustin 285 

Distinctly sets fortlj the fact of universal sinfulness (by men’s 
own fault), and the doctrine of grace as the efficient cause 
nof all conversion, which, however, is conditioned on human 

recipiency . . ' 285 — 287 

The two passages treating of grace as effecting the whole 
. work* .» . . . 287 


Anthropology of Augustin and Pelagius, 288. 

Avgmtiny 288. 

Connexion of his scheme of doctrine with the history of his life. 

Study OT Stt Paul, at the time of his conversion. The two 
great divisions of his life. The question, “ whence is evil 
in man’s nature, which is attracted towards goodness,” led 
Itim to Manichseisrn ; liut became, also, the centre after- 
wards of his consistent scheme of thought 288 — 280 

The first period, reaching to about 394. Certain Platonic ideas. 

His doctrine of moral corruption not derived from Mani- 
chtfiism. Moral evil the gM ov. Holds fast to free-will. 

His exposition of Rom. ix., of the year 394 (Quod credi- 
mus, nostrum est). The occultissima animarum merita 289 — 295 
With more profound views of the nature of faith, he comes to 
give a more partial prominence to the divine agency. A 
predestination conditioned on foreknowledge does not 

U!- At * t ^ 


satisfy his discriminating mind 295 — 296 

Second period. The letter to Simpliciati, a.d. 397, also on 
Rom. fx. The incomprehensible, yet at all times just, 

councils of God 296—298 

Augustin’s scheme of doctrine distinctly struck out previous to 
the Pelagian controversy ; before the system of Pelagius 
^ (tihich grew out of several views already prevailing in 

the church) had been formed out in opposition to Augustin . 298 


Pelagius, 299. 

Monk of Britain. Connection with the East. His sequestered 
life in study and asceticism. Sense of moral power. His 
letter to Demetrius. Praecepta et concilia — against Jovin- 
ian. Takes the sermon on the mount in the literal sense 299—304 
His practical interest in opposing the worldly Christianity of 
the times. Outward participation in the sacraments and 
faith (understood by him as an outward thing) are not 
enough. Opposed to purgatory ; in favour of the eternity 
• of future punishment. His opposition to moral inaction . 304—306 
His doctrine concerning man. Virtues of the pagans. Denies 
inherited depravity. The possibility of moral evil a 
.necessary (jpndition of goodness. Free-will overcomes 

the enticements of sense, or yields to them 306—307 

His doctrine concerning the Saviour that of the church, modi- 
fied, however, by his doctrine of man. Works must be 
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addeA to faitli. Opposition^ to the Augustiiiian nmxini : 

Da. quod juhes, et jiibot quod Tis * • • 

His commentary on Paul’s epistles, composed at Rome (re- 
written by CassioJore) J],08 

External histoiy of the Petitffiaii disputes^ SOS. 

Cl ' • 

Coelestius, formerly an ad’speate, openly appears as a defender 

of the principles of Pelagiiis . . <}08'*-S00 

Coelestius visits Carthage (with Pelagiiis) in 41 1 . Endeavours 


to obtain there the place of a presbyku'. Complained of* ‘ 
by Paiiliniis before a synod of that eoiiiiti»y, a.d. 41 2 ‘(for 
maintaining that Adam’s sin injured no one but hirn^tdf/. 

Coelestius of the opinion that the subject in handwa^a 
question de traduce pcccati ; but is excommu- 
nicated .... * gio -^sn 

Pelagiiis at Palestine, a.d. 415. .Terome and Paul O-rosius,' 
ills antagonists. Jerome's letter to Ctesijdion, and his 
dialogues. Yet the Oriental church, on the wliole, more 
favourably inclined to Pclagius than toAnanstin. . . 311 — 312 

Orosius arraigns Pelagins before a synod under John of Jeru- 
salem, A.D. 415. The prudent Jolimwill not allow Inm- 
self to be moved hy the amhority of Augustin. Pelagiiis 
vindicates himself before the Orientals on the charge that 
“he taught man might easily fulfil the divine commands.’’ 

The complainants allege that the matter belonged to the 
West — and for this reason, John reports it to Innocent of 

Rome .• 312—314 

Heros of Arles, and Lazarus of Aix, enter a complaint against 
Pelagiiis, before a synod held at Diospolis, under Eulo- 
gius of Cscsarea. Pelagius defends himself against the 
charge that he taught “ there was such a thing as perfect 
purity and exemption from sin.” Also condemns certain 
positions of Coelestius, and is recognised as a member of 

the Catholic church 314— 31 G 

Alleged violences at Retlilehem. Jerome and Augustin (de 

ge.stis Pelagii) concerning the synod of Diospolis . . . 316 

The three letters of the North African bishops, a.d. 416. J^etter 
of Pelagius, and hisvague confession of faith, all addres.sed 
to Innocent. Innocent, though not wliolly given to the 
views of Augustin, joins in the condemnation of the Pela- 
, gian doctrines, but dies in the same year, 416 . . . 317 — 320 

Zosimus, his successor, more favourable to the Pelagian doc- 
trines. Coelestius at Rome. Ilis confession of faith, 
likewise vague and indefinite, satisfies Zosimus. Two 
letters of the latter to the Africans, asserting tlie ortho- 
doxy of Coelestius and Podagius 320 — 322 

The decided protest of a synod at Carthage produces aif im- 
pression on Zosimus. He suspends his decision. Nine 
canons of the Africans against Pelagius 323 — 32^ 
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Africans secure on their side the civil power. Imperial edicts 
against Pelagianism. Zosiimis thereby brought round. 
Cites Cadestiu*, wlio does not appear. Cbndeinns by his 
“traetoria” Pelagius and Coelestius. Accused by tlie 

•Pelagians of denying his own convictions 

Bishops dei)osed for refusing to subscribe tlij! tractoria of 

Zosimus . . 

• • 

Julian of Eclanum, 327. 

More pystetnatic, at the same time more passionate, than Pela- 
gius and Cmlestius. Free-spirited, well educated, moral, 
and ^ievout, Ilis remarl« against the timid bishops. 
Against the interference of the civil power. Constantly 

’ makes liis ajipeal to reason (ratio) 

The Pelagiatw anthropology, rigidly carried out, must needs 
introduce a cliange, also, in the doctrine concerning the 
jlbrson /)f Christ. Leporius condemned as a Pelagian, 
A.T). 420. His recantation at Carthage, in which, how- 
ever, tlicre is no trace of his earlier Pelagian views, but 
only of liis Antiochian notions respecting the jierson of 

Christ .... 

Annianns, deacon at Celeba, a zealous and constant Pelagian. 

Translator of Chrysostom’s homilies 

Leo the Great opposed to Pelagianism. The Pelagian Seneca, 
about the }ear huo — letter of Gelasius of Borne against 

him 

Final result of the controversy. Pelagianism suppressed by 
outward force — hut as the victorious doctrine (not, how- 
ever, tlA* whole doctrine of Augustin) had in its favour 
the voice of the Cliristian consciousness at large, no re- 
actions like those in the Oriental church ensued . 

Inwr w:la.iiott io t ach other of the con fJietinp modes of thinking^ and 
shape of the disjmte, 3,30. 

Importance of the questions in dispute depreciated by Pelagius 
and Cadestius — strongly asserted by Julian and Augustin 
Fundamental difference. According to the professions of the 
parties: the different views of mail's moral condition in 

relation to the first sin 

A good deal that cannot he traced back to this point. The 
different w ay of apprehending the doctrine of man s 
free-will. Finding nowhere substantial freedom, Augus- 
tin is led to the supposition of a corruption of man'’s nature, 
and of a preceding original moral state, Kdagius, witli 
liis formal conception of freedom, conceives the possibility 
‘of goodness, as well as of moral evil — and his theory of 
an original moral state anW of a first vsin stands discon- 
nected from his system. I'he possibiiiias utriusqne of 
‘Pelagius. file antithesis of “nature” and “grace’’ of 
Augustin, the dependence of all rational beings on grace 
for attaining to their destination. 
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Accordingly, the fundamental difference is in the different 
mode of apprehending the relation of the natural to the 
supernatural — or, reduced back still further, of the crea- 
tion to the Creator » . ^344 


Individual points of disptde, 344. 


The first sin and its consequences. The Pelagians represent 
the first sin as the disobedience of a heedless child, yield-* 
ing to the seductions of sense. Augustin makes the ex- 
ceeding guilt of the first sin to consist in man’s trans- 
gressing the law of God with a free-will i “ concupiscence’* 
the root of selfishness. Augustin’s propagatio reaius 
poence, Rom. v. 12. The Pelagians taught that Adain^in- 
jured his posterity only by his example. Augustin’s well- 
weighed expressions respecting the propagatio Jidei per 
traducem^ which Pelagius called nonsensical. The Pela- 
gians affirmed a^ progressive deterioration of humanity — 
yet that there were examples of perfect holiness . . . 

The wavering notion of grace ■'* among the Pelagians, and 

their three stages of righteousness 

Julian against the charge of the self-sufficiency of human rea- 
son— yet holds there is no contradiction betwixt reason 

and revelation 

Grace and free-will. The Pelagians : all operations of grace 
conditioned on the bent of the will. According to Augus- 
tin, pace excludes all merit. To the Pelagians, grace 
consisted of outward revelations — to Augustin, of in wart! 

communications 

Doctrine concerning Christ as Redeemer, The Pelagians, 
limiting the negative significance of the redemption, make 
it to consist especially in the ennobling of the imperfect 
human nature ; Christ, the divine teacher, the highest pat- 
tern of the divine righteousness, imparted to man many 

new motives to moral effort 

The Pelagians, recognising the objective significance of justi- 
fication, place the inner union with Christ in the back- 
ground 


346—3.53 

354 
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Progressive development of the divine life according to Augustin^ 

363, 

In opposition to the three stages of righteousness according to 
Pelagius, Augustin teaches there is but one only spring of 
true holiness — the specific principle^f the Christian life. 

Augustin’s narrow judgment of thPpagan times (Rom. 
xiv, 23). On the other side, Julian’s illogical distinction 
of the friictuose and steriliter bona . , . . • \ . 363—368 

Augustin's prevenienty efficaciouSy and codperating grace, and 

his ‘‘ gift of perseverance ” 369 — 3tt) 
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Doctrine of Absolute predestination^ 370. 

• . rVge 

Necessarily connected with Augustin’s doctrine concerning 
grace. His more^ profound apprehension of freedom as a 
state leads him to deny it as a faculty. Contents himself 
with an apparent freedom. Real freedom only in the 

caj»e of 'Adam 370 — 372 

Augustin's prudent, logically skilful statement of this doctrine. 
Mischi^ous consequences derived from it already in «t26, 
by the ^onks at Adrumetum. Against these Augustin 
writes^his works de gratia et libero arbitro, and de correp- 
tione et gratia . • . 372—373 

SEMI-PELAGIANISM AND AUGUSTINIANISM, 375. 

Intermediate Tendencies. 

John CassiaUs 375. 

•A monk from the East. His predominant practical bent. A • 

disciple of Chrysostom 375 
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'SEJCTION FOXJRTH.— continued. 

BISTORT OR CHEISTIANITT APPREHENDED AND DEVE- 
LOPElS AS A SYSTEM OF DOCTRINES- con^muerf 

• • 

II, Opposite ways op Apprehending and Treating the 
S}NGEE Great Doctrines of Christianity. 

•A. *Ih/6ology in the more limited seme of the temtj or the Christian Doctrine 
concerning God, 

We s&all notice first the controversy which, in its result, had 
the greatest influence on the whole development of the doctrine 
concerning God, viz., the controversy on the doctrine of the 
Trinity from which all the others may be most conveniently 
derived. • 

This controversy was a natural consequence of the opposite 
conceptions of the doctrine of the Trinity, which had been 
formei^ in the course of the preceding period ; and its origin 
can be rightly understood and judged only by a previous con- 
sideration of the latter. Considering it in this connection, we 
can be under no temptation of ascribing too much importance 
here to ext^nal circumstances and occasions, or to the influ- 
ence of any individual man, as, for instance, Arius. Neglecting 
this, we might easily be misM to pass an unjust judgment on 
Alius, after having unjustifiably removed him out of his con- 
nection with the dogmatic development of his times, so as to 
consider his system merely as his own work, and not as, in a 
certain sense, a product of the epoch of dogmatic development 
in which his life was destined to fall. 

We observed, near the close of the preceding period, two 
main systems on the doctrine of the Trinity, and more par^i^ 
Cblnlly on the dbetrine concerning the relation of the Son uff; 
God to the Father ; the system, for the most part peculiar to 
mu ir. B 
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the W^tern church, in which the Christian theistic Interest 
was* most distinctly expressed ; and the Oriental system of 
emanation and subordination, which obtained a settled form 
through the labours of Origen. By the fonner, the unity of 
essence (the bfxoovmov) in the Triad was made specially pro- 
minent, with a view to distinguish precisely the Son of God 
from all created beings, and to retain firmly the principle of 
Mmiarchy) while, on the other hand, the latter system had 
grown fh)m the establishing, under more precise corceptions, 
of the older emanation theory — its aim being simply to remove 
from the latter all temporal and sensuous Representations. 
This system, it is true, in one respect coincided with the other; 
namely, that it affirmed the difference not merely in degree, 
but in essence, betwixt the Son of God and ajl created beings: 
but the doctrine of the unity of essence was combated by this 
system as an annihilation of the distinction of persons ; and 
this constitutes that opposition between the two systems Which* 
we remarked already at the close of the preceding period. But 
when, now the opposition to the former system was carried to 
a still further extreme, a third system was formed, which, 
along with the unity of essence, rejected also the eternal gene- 
ration ; and in geneial would not admit any essential difference 
between the conception, Son of God^ and the conception of a 
created being — between the notion of a generation from God, 
and the notion of a creation, lliis system stood connected 
with the older subordination theory, and was in so far nothing 
new,* but only an attempt to fix and hold fast, in this doc- 
trine, an earlier step of development, in opposition to any fiir- 
ther progressive movement. The novelty consisted in the form 
in which the doctrine so fixed and held fast was understood, 
and in which it must assume a more rigidly distinctive and 
exclusive character. In the letter of Dionysius, bishop of 
Borne, to Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, we find already the 
indications of such a mode of apprehension (see vol. II., sect. 3, 
p. 335). Now it was this which, being fully expressed, in the 
beginning of the fourth century, by the presbyter Arius, evoked 


* As, in fact, although the Logos was doubtless distinguish©^ from 
jipther csreated bein^, yet no scruples were felt at the same time tQ apply 
to him the phrase UnA in Proverbs viii. 22 ; consequently, in ao 
of applying to Mm the name of a xrUfAet, 
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the disputes of the rise and progress of which we are about to 
give an account. • 

As to Arius, it should be remarked, with regard to his pecu- 
liar* theological education, that he was a scholar of the pres- 
byter Lucian of Antioch.* From this fechool he took that 
direction wliich led him to place the free, grtftnmatical inter- 
pretation of the Bible at the basis of his doctrinal system. 
But in cases where this direction was not accompanied with a 
general aituition of biblical .ideas vitalized by Christian expe- 
rience, and this general uituition had not made plain the true 
relation of •the* particular to the general in the expressions of 
holy writ, it«night tend, by laying too great stress on parti- 
puiar^ and giving them, an undue prominence, to promote 
narrow views of the truths of faith. This was the case with 
Arius, in whom a tendency to narrow conceptions of the under- 
standing, exclusive of the intuitive faculty, predominated. In 
► the Antiochian school, too, he probably took a direction in 
opposition to the doctrines of Paul of Samosata, which led him 
to giv*e particular prominence to the distinction of hypostases, 
and, what was connected theiewith, to fissume at the same 
time a polemical attitude against the Homoousion.'j' But, even 
in the system of Origen’s school at Alexandria, he might 
afterwards find many points of concurrence with his own view's, 
as well in the polemics against the doctrine of the unity of 
essence and in the vsubordmatioii theory, as also in the w’^ay in 
which J:he doctrine of the freedom and self determination of all 
rational beings was here apprehended. Arius certainly did not 
believe* that he was preaching a new doctrine, but only bringing 
out and establishing the old church subordination system ; — 
without which it seemed to him neither the monarchical prin- 
ciple of the Triad, nor the self-^^ubsistent personality of the 
Logos, could be maintained. “ We must either suppose,” says 
Arius, ‘‘two divine oiiginal essences without beginning, and 
independent of each other ; we must substitute a Dyarchy in 
place of the Monarchy ; or we must not shrink from asserting 
that the Logos had a beginning of his existence, that there 


* Which may be gathered from the circumstance that he addresses 
the hjshop Eusehj^is of Nicomedia, in his letter preserved to us by 
Theodoret and Epipbanius, as ffvkXw»myi(rrns» 
t See vol. II. p. 333. 

M 2 
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E l^fjoment when he did not as yet exist (jiv ore ovk iJv).* 
The idea of a becoming without a beginniftg, a derivation in 
essence and not in time, was, to the feebly speculative^^and 
feebly intuitive mind of Arius, something too subtle and re- 
fined,- — someth^g incomprehensible, self-contradictory. We 
perceive here how little suited Origen’s method df intuition 
was to the mind of Arius. So, too, he supposed, that, by a 
generation *from God — inasmuch as particular stress was laid 
on this notion of a generation from God as distinguished from 
creation — nothing at all could be distinctly conceived, upless 
men were disposed to fall in with the sensuous**, Gnostic repre- 
sentations of a partition of the divine essence.f* But if men 
chose to lay particular stress on the*notion, Son of God, and t© 
employ this designation for the purpose of distinguishing the 
Logos from all created beings, they would in this uay also fall 
into sensuous, anthropopathic notions. Between God the Crea- 
tor and the creature, nothing else could be conceived as inter-’ 
vening. Either Christ was a divine, original essence, like the 
Father, and then it would be necessary to suppose two Gods ; or 
else there should be no fear or hesitation in distinctly avowing 
that he was, like all other creatures of God, created, formed, 
b^otten, — or however else it might be expressed ; for, however 
it was expressed, the matter itself remained the same, — by his 
own will, as it pleased him, from nothing (e^ ovk o vrwv). Those 
passages in the New Testament in which he believed be found 
the expression itoieiv employed with reference to ChmstjJ in 
which he found him styled the First-born,^ consequently a 
beginning of existence, as he thought, ascribed to him, he could 
cite in favour of his theory. By all this, he intended by no 
means to lower the dignity of Christ ; but would ascribe to him 
the greatest dignity which a being could have after GckI, with*» 
mt entirely annulling the distinction between that being and 
God. God created him, or begat him, with the intent through 

♦ He intentionally avoided saying h for he unques- 

tionably supposed that the Logos was produced by the Father before all 
thnej the conceptions of tune and of creation being, according to hja 
t^^anlon, inseparably connected. * 

he might take sides with the school of Origen a 

i» ve# omm S*w, little as he could agree, according to the 
abbve remarks, with the spiritual way of apprehenfng the doeDfine Ojf 
emanation in the same school. 

% Actf ap. ii. 36. Heb. iii. 2. § Col. 1 1$. ^ 
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jilfld to produce all things else ; the distance betwixt God and 
all other beings ii too great to allow of the supposition that 
God could liave produced them immediately. In the first 
pla^b, therefore, when he determined to pr^uee tiie entire 
creation, he begat a being who is as like him in perfections 
as any creature can be, for the purpose of producing, by the 
instnimentality of this Beings the whole creation.* The^names, 
Son of Odd, and Logos, were given to him in order to dis- 
tinguish him from other created beings, inasmuch as although, 
like all created beings, he owed everything to the will and 
favdur of tiie Greater, he yet enjoyed the nearest relationship 
to Him, inasmuch as the divine reason, wisdom, power, all 
whicl^ titles could only be. transferred to Christ in an improper, 
metonymical sense, were yet manifested by him in the most 
perfect degree. As an example of the rude style of concep- 
tion and expression in which Arius indulged, we may take the 
► following remark of his: ‘^Having determined to create us, 
God created a certain being \vbom he named Logos, Wisdom, 
and Son, in order to create usl)y him.”f Arius quoted many 
examples of scripture phraseology, to show that the expressions 
Logos, power of God, are by no means always used in the holy 
scriptures in the same sense ; so that it was in nowise necessary 
to understand by these terms a power and a reason of ISod 
inseparable from the Divine Essence ; but they were ofttimes 
transferred and applied in an improper sense to other objects ; 
as, for^example, when even the locusts, Joel ii. 2(5 (according 
to the Alexandrian version), were called the great power of 
God.f * Such explanations as these might, indeed, easily fur- 
nish occasion for representing Arius as a man whose main 
bent was to contend against the divine dignity of the Saviour, 

*•* DiXofy h Sja# <rnv yivtrrnv itrtt^n /XfT 

ntvrnv Ttjf <rad ^raiT^og aK^drau etmoa 

kxI fjidvsv 'im xxi xttXu Tevrav vm xa* 

^ygVf rawS fxiitrav ytvofAtvuVj ai/rZs Xolarov xeti ra aedaret 5/ m.h*rau 

yia%^$m Athanas. orat. II., c. Arian. s. 24. Although Athaua- 

SluS is here stating that ia which Eusebius of Nicomedia, Asterius, aud 
Arias agreed, and these very words consequently ought not to be ascribed 
to Arius, yet they are certainly altogether in accordance with bis way 
of thinking. 

f AdianaS. c. Arian, I. s. 5. Agreeing precisely with the passage 
ihoHfb, rited : 0iX^aaf artfd *«! dvafmgif 

***1 ffafim *«i t-Tw, Vva V athtav '^nmau^ymn* 

I ^ In Athanasius. 
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aud to misrepresent him. But in reality this was meant by 
Arius only as a grammatical vindication (ft his own way of 
apprehending a biblical idea, where, certainly, it did not ogcur 
to him to suppose that from these examples, adduced to estab- 
ImH the scriptural use of language, anything sjhould Or could 
be inferred tending to the disparagement of our Saviour. But 
this grammatical interpretation must doubtless havo app^red 
ofiensive to* the prevailing doctrinal interest, which flowed out 
of a hearty Christian feeling. Arius perceived, 'beyond all 
question, that, from the very conception of a creature, an iii- 
nnite distance must be inferred betwixt him and tJie Creator ; 
nor did he shrink from expressing this. This, ih fact, Origen 
had already expressed in affirming that as God is, in essence, 
infinitely exalted above all created beings, so, too, in essence 
he was infinitely exalted above the highest of created beings, 
the Son ; and the latter, in essence, could not at all be com- 
pared with him.^ * 

He reckoned as belonging to the essence of the rational 
creature — ^in this particular, falling in as well with the school 
of Origen as with that of Antioch — the self- determining 
fnutablefree will; the foundation of all the superiority enjoyed 
by rational beings. This principle he applied also, without 
concealment or evasion, to Christ. By his nature' as a created 
being, Christ possessed a will subject to change ; but he had 
Constantly directed, it to that only which is good, and by this 
means he had become morally unchangeable. Thus fehe Son 
Of^od, too, had obtained the glory which he po««sessefl above 
all other creatures, not without the desert of his own will ; 
for as God by his foreknowledge saw, from the beginning, 
ijrhat a holy life Christ would lead, as a man, in passing tri- 
iHiaphantly through all his conflicts, he bestowed on him that 
glory, foreseeing that he would deserve it as the reward of his 
virfue*j‘ Nor did he believe it possible to conceive of the 

^ dvofiotas xttrd ^rdvra, tvs ‘tov outrt^s noil 

IV oLirti^ov Tt ovtrt/^ xet) Athauab. Atian. I. s* 6. 

f fUV -ravTff, otru xat »UTis o tiTTi Tf 

%US ^ovktTBtiy (Um xeikls^ Irt fittvret 

f 4 *«i vfAus TfivTTns av (Arius was led to push 

niatter thns far on account of the notions he entertained of tH creu?^ 
# ; for he set the changeableness of the fr^ Vill OYCf 

a blind necessity of nature. The Arians proposed the dlleauna, 
** Either the Son of God has a changeable free will by virtue of Vbidt he 
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Christ whom he found revealed in the ^^ew Testament in any 
Other way than this. How conceive of his struggles and hon- 
iicts in the view of death, and of his prayer in these conflicts, 
wilnout a changeableness of will ? Had he been the almighty 
power of God himself, he would have h&d no fears for him- 
self, but rather would have imparted sirength'to others. And, 
in the 2iid of Philippians, Paul does in fact represent his exalta- 
tion as being the reward of the obedience manifested in his 
life.* By simply distinguishing here between the human and 
the divine natures in Christ, Arius might, indeed, have been 
e^ly refuted*; but this refutation could not have touched 
him according to the coherence of his own system : for here, 
too, he held fast to the, as yet rude, undeveloped doctrine of 
the first centuries, and trenched himself in what he supposed 
he found literally taught in the New Testament. Hence, fol- 
lowing the older mode of apprehension, he considered the in- 
carnation of the Logos to consist simply in his union with a 
hummi body ; ^ and hence, too, all the actions and expres- 
sions of Christ denoting dependence on God, or limitation of 
any kind, as, for example, prayer and every manifestation of 
ignorance, could only appear to him as a proof of the cor- 
rectness of his theory concerning the essence of the Son of 
God as a created being. If Christ was in essence the true 
and indwelling wisdom of the Father, how then could it be 
written that he grew in wisdom ? (Luke ii. 52.) How could 
he ask where Lazarus had been laid, etc. ? J 

Now, although such a conception of Christ did, indeed, con- 
tradict what is truly contained in the faith of Christ's divi- 
nity, still he did not hesitate to ascribe to him the name of 
God, which he believed he found clearly ascribed to him in the 


mky incline to moral evil or to moral good, or he is without will, like a 
hlock of wood or a stone.” Athanas orat c. Arlan. I. s. S5.) 

KCti ‘f^ayiva/etxuy ^ xaXov auray, etvTU 

•riilf SeSarXtv, rv x,at «« ‘Fetvra,' mtfTi 

h nroIovToy ttWoy vvy ysyovhatij 

Athanas. orat. III. 2b j I 48. 

f We perceive here, also, the agreement and opposition between Ariws 
Origen. He coincided with the latter in considering the glorifica- 
udttfcOf Christ tl|^ reward of bis merit; but Origen referred this to 
phllsfs human soul,— see vol. 11. sect. 3. p. 376,— Arius to the Logos 
loliijiself I Athanas. orat. III. 26. 



8 


THE AKIAN CONTROVEESY. 


New Te«tament, * and in the older confessions of faith. He 
was* not conscious to himself of deviating finm the older doc* 
trines of the Eastern church ; since in truth so much in the 
older church- teachers seemed to speak in favour of his opinion. 
Probably he appealed to those passages of scripture where the 
name of God shems to be applied in an improper sense to 
created beings, and thence argued that it was applied after an 
analogous manner, but in the highest sense to the Logo^. 
Arius could not, consistently with his system, express himself 
Otherwise than to say, that as Christ was all that which he 
was only by the grace of God, so by the conlmuhication of 
that grace he had obtained the divine titles and diwine dignity, 
although in his essence he was not tho true God.f He aftiiyiieci, 
with the other church-teachers, the incomprehensibleness of the 
divine essence to all created beings ; and, from his owii point 
of view, he consistently applied this likewise to the Son of 
God, since, in placing him witn created beings, he could not 
do otherwise. To Jesus, too, the essence of God was incom- 
prehensible ; and Christ knew him in a manner ditiering’from 
the knowledge of other created beings only in degree, and 
according to the proportion of the higher powers bestowed on 
him by the Father.^ 

All that we know about Arius would by no mea<is persuade 
us to acknowledge in him a man fitted, by his superiority of 
intellect, to produce a new epoch in the evolution of doctrine. 
He himself was assuredly far from entertaining any; saen 
design. He was intending simply to defend the old doctrine 
of the church concerning the Trinity against Sabellian and 
Gnostic opinions, and to exhibit it in a consistent manner. 
He was in no wise conscious to himself of the result to which 

♦ Since, at all events, he referred to him at least the passage concern- 
ing th^ Logos in the beginning of John's gospel. 

t Ei 5f xeu Xiytvat Jiof, ovk kXy\6iyos icrtv, aiXXot 

$i cLXXoi ovru kou avrof Xtysreci hvofAot7t Sthf* Li, 

e. 1. 6. 6. 

^ *0 ytmtrxu xsu h jSXs?ru kvuXoyaii ToJg ilieig »«< 

Ktu npC'tTs ytwtrxofAtv xxrk rh Thtctv Imafitv. 1. c. Arian. S. 6. , The 
seme is stated as a doctrine of Arius, by the Arian historian, Philos- 
Knrgius# IL 3. According to the passage in Athanasius, Arias sap, 
|hOriM»ver* » tnos taurttv ovtrtKV »vx perhaps he t4«^ht 

that no created being could comprehend its own essence ; and, remalmng 
true to his principle, applied this also to the Son of God. 
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his tendency and his principles really led. It may justly be 
inferred, however^ from the character of tins system, and ft om 
the onward step of human nature, that, if Arianism liad been 
able to gain the victory, men would not have rested content 
with the results which saftsfied Arius, with such a half-way 
form of doctrinal opinions as could satisfy tieither the de- 
mands of the understanding which aims to comprehend every- 
thing, nor those of Christian consciousness and feeling. This 
contracted,* sober tendency of the understanding, would have 
gone on to express itself^ still further, and would have drawn 
dov/n the fran:?cendent doctrines of the gospel to another and 
an alien province.* 

From what has been said, it may well be conceived that to 
him who had seized the doctrine of Christ’s divinity in its true 
import and in its coherence with the entire system of Christian 
faith, the Arian doctrine must have appeared repugnant to 
the essence of Christianity, when he contemplated it from his 
own goint of view ; and hence there can be no mistaking the 
fact, that this controversy related to a matter of the greatest 
moment, both in a doctrinal and in a more general Christian 
point of view. 

The Arius with whom these disputes began, was a pres- 
byter of th» Alexandrian church, and, according to the Alex- 
andrian arrangements, presided over an independent, parish 
church of this city, which went by the name of Baucalis. He 
had b^en placed here shortly before the presbyter Alexander 
had been made bishop of this city. Being a rigid ascetic,! 
he had probably great influence with his community, as this 
was a mode of life which there easily procured the highest 
respect. 

Eespecting the first outbreak of ihe controversy, there are 
different reports, whicli admit perhaps of being reconciled, if 
w'fe consider that the first beginnings of such schisms, che- 
rished as they may be in secret long before any public out- 

^ In the Arian doctrine concerning freedom may be found, in fact, 
already the germ of Pelagianism. 

f In the old account ^ of the Meletian schism, it is said of Arius : 
Habitnm portans pietatis. See Osservazioni letterarie Verona, III. 

p. 16 , i. e., j^e wore the pallium of the ascetics. With this agrees 
also fhe description of Epiphanius, when he says of hi mi ’^Hv to 
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break, are capable of being stated and described in different 
ways according to different points of view, dt is possible that 
Anns may have displayed his zeal, as a teacher of the faith, 
before he became a presbyter, and, in seeking to diffuse* his 
Owrt peculiar principles, have made himself friends and ene- 
mies.''^ When he proceeded to spread his opinions, under the 
new bishop Alexander of Alexandria, in his own parish 
church, he became involved in a controversy with ofher mem- 
bers of the clergy, Alexander, in the outset, took* no part in 
it ; he showed himself at the beginnkig undecided in his judg- 
ment, until finally, on the occasion of a tliecdogihal confer- 
ence, which the bishop of Alexandria was accustomed to hold 
at certain times with his clergy, he declared distinctly against 
Arius.f , • 

The bishop Alexander, at an assembly of the clergy in 
Alexandria, and then at a more numerous synod of Egyptian 
and Libyan bishops, composed of a hundred members, in the < 
year 321, depowsed Arius from his office, and excluded him 
from the communion of the church. 

After Arius had been excommunicated, he wTote, in de- 
fence and for the propagation of his doctrines, a book called 
Thalia, probably a miscellany composed of pieces in poetry 
and prose from which we have already cited a few important 
fragments as illustrating the character of his system. He 

♦ In the record above referred to, published by Maffei, it is tsaid of 
Arius : Et ipse doctoris desideriurn habeas. His rupture with Peter, 
bishop of Alexandria, and his union with the Meletian party, had some 
ebsmoction perhaps already with doctrinal differences. 

f Sozomen and Epiphanius relate, that the controversy arose in the 
first place independently of the bishop Alexander. According to the 
latter’s account, several different parties had already been formed among 
the clergy and the laity, according as the latter attached themselves to 
One or other of the parish presbyters; but many of these parfies 
were lost again, while the more important antagonism betwixt Arius and 
ibe defenders of the Homoousion became continually more distinctly 
prominent, and extended more widely. According to both the reports, 
the bishop Alexander had his attention first directed to the danger Which 
thr^tened from other quarters ; according to Sozomen, he at« firast 
Appeared undecided. Socrates mentions the theological conference. 
There is also an allusion to this in the letter of the emperor Constantine 
to Alexander and Arius, cited by Eusebius, de vita Cp^istautinj, I, JI. c. 

when he says, that the bishop Alexander had asked all hl$ pres- 
byters hoW they understood a certain passage of scripture. 
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wroto also a collection of songs for sailors, millers, and piU 
grims — an old expedient for spreading religious opinions 
among the people. For the r&t it is quite probable, if we 
maf judge from tl^e fragments preserved, from the compara- 
tively prosaic spirit of Arius, and the prosaic character of 
his doctrines, that in the apologetical work, nn^ in the songs 
above mentioned, there was nothing poetical beSdes the mere 
form» 

Alex^der, moreover, sent circular letters to the more 
eminent bishops, in which he represented the doctrines of 
Arius as bbing altogether unchristian ; and although he de- 
scribed thesa doctrines as they must have appeared to him from 
his ojrn point of view, yet it cannot be said that he indulged 
himself in -charging against them his oun infeiences. But 
Arius also sought, on his own part, to gain over to his side the 
suffrages of the more eminent bishops of the Eastern church ; 
and this he could not have felt to be a very difficult task ; for 
the majority of them, tliough not friendly to his own doc- 
trines, were yet not any more favourably disposed to the doc- 
trine of the Homoousion, which Alexander maintained. They 
were inclined rather, for tlie most part, to the Origenistic 
system, which occupied the middle place between the two 
schisms — that system from which afterwards sprang the so- 
called Semi- Arianism : and in the opposition to the system of 
Alexander, Arius could find many a point of concurrence 
with his own doctrines, of which he ^vould not be slow to avail 
himself. lie affirmed that he took ground only against those 
heretical doctrines which attributed to the Son of God the 
same want of beginning as to the Father,* and which taught 
a sensuous emanation, a partition of the divine essence.f His 
doctrine, that the Son of God was produced e? ovk ovttav, 
he explained in the sense in which it was, in fact, customary 
tcf understand this expression with reference to the doctrine of 
the creation out of nothing, viz., that by it was simply ex- 
cluded the supposition of a pre-existing matter, or of an 
efflux out of the divine essence. The Son was produced by 
the .will of the Father, before all time, as perfect God, only- 
begotten, unchangeable. t These explanations, of u liich, it 

♦ .Styled him 

f Ol pm XsyonTij, ci fdy i^vytn, w 

j Consistently, indeed, Arius could not apply to Christ such an ex- 
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is true, it cannot be said that they contradicted the real doc- 
trines of Arius, in which, however, it is knpossible not to 
recogniise the moderating inffiience of a respect to the ruling 
doctrine of the Eastern church,— these explanations \fere 
unquestionably suited to gain over the dominant party in his 
favour. Me^ of great influence in tne Eastern church exerted 
themselves to oring about a compromise between Arius and 
his bishop—^ compromise of this sort, that the bishop Alex- 
ander should allow Arius to retail his parochial office, with- 
out requiring that his views of the faith should agree in all 
respects with his own. Two individuals, in parficuSir, sought, 
by their negociations, to bring this about : Eusebius of Nico- 
media, who as bi^'hop of that city which, under the govern- 
ment of Dioclesian, had become the imperial . residence for a 
main division of the East-lloman empire, possessed consider- 
able influence, who was, moreover, an old friend of Arius, 
and still, more than many others, agreed with him in doctrine ; 
and Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea in Palestine, who had ac- 
quired great reputation in the Eastern church as a learned 
and accomplished theologian.^ The latter was, from the first, 

pression as ; but he might doubtless say this, according to 

the vague and indefinite manner in which he applied the name of God. 
The greatest difficulty he must have found, from his own f oint of view, 
in attributing to Christ the predicate of immutability ; but here also the 
whole depended on the question, — how this was to be understood. He 
must have understood it as meaning, that Christ was immutable, not in 
his essence, but by virtue of the bent of his will as foreknown by God. 

• The system of Eusebius — as it had already been matured previous 
to the commencement of the Arian controversies, and as he exhibits it in 
his work written before this time, the demonstratio evangelica — coincides 
entirely with that of Or i gen ; and, from this circumstance, we may form 
n judgment of its relation to the Arian system. He was. with Origen, 
inclined to fhvour the theory of subordination — the notion of an dirav’ 
ydeffut ‘rat/ at^a/frav pearog, of a (pd>s and a <pvg — oi/trm 

and ; to consider the Son as the perfect reflection of the original 

in the most perfect manner, like in all things to the Father^ hU 
U|UgtSt perfect image, revealing himself, d^pof^atcu/Mvas ref aedrfi Ketrk ; 
ttioreover, a/Mtag /catv^ auff'ictv, as he is in fact the gfiem rm dyitnuHrap 

avirtag. See, for example, lib. IV. praeparat. evangel, c. 3. Euse- 
md# was of the opinion, that the Son of God could not be called ahsolntely 
elernal (M^Xtag (ithag)f like the Father; that it was necessary to 
^fihe to him an origin of existence from the Father, since thus Only 
possible to hold fast the doctrine of the mo^archj^; and thjat It* was 
impossmie to express the truth after the manner of mmt in any otter 
way than by saying the existence of the Father precedes the existence 
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disinclined lo public dialectical disputes on divine things : he 
Was anxious to a’^id and suppress them ; resembling in^ this 
reject another great church-teacher from the school of Ori- 
gen, Dionysius of* Alexandria. He dreaded, and not without 
good reason, the intrusion of profane passions into investiga- 
tions on such matters, which, beyond all otSens, required, in 
order to |iriy right understanding, the purity, calmness, and 
quiet of a soul consecrated to God. Holding the generation 
of the Boft of God from the Father to be a subject which 
trapscended the limited powers of all created minds, to say 
nothing of the*human, the more unwise and mischievous did 
he consider* disputes on such matters as these. Convinced 
that only a mind the most practised in thinking, and freed 
from the sphere of sensuous and temporal relations, could 
approximate to any worthy representation of a matter in its 
very essence incomprehensible, it seemed to him the more 
absurd and perverse to make such things a subject of dispute 
amoqg men whose minds had not been trained to speculation, 
and even to introduce this controversy among uneducated lay- 
men, who could understand nothing at all about such matters. 

and the origin of the Son (<? ytn<r$vs 

abvou \ but yet it was necessary here to remove away all 

relations of time. In a word, the idea of the origin of the Son of God 
was one which transcended the conceptions of all created beings, and of 
which none but the most acute intellect, abstracting from the relations 
of time and sense, could form any adequate representation {oltiram 

itetv^iet <petvru^treti vlov yiwfiroi/j ob ■x.^cvois t/wv ovk ovtm, vo-ti^ov St 

ytyovoTO,, etiuvas fiaXXev 5t vrdvruy aidyaty, dpprtvus xeti 

>.6»yiirvwt b/Mv. In that work, written before the time of the Arian con- 
troversies, he does not hesitate, it is true, to call the Son of God the 
vkXim tnfj^tov^yyif^et rev nXuevy and SO consequently he could name him 
alao the xrifffAot. TiXurty ; but, before the Arian controversies, men did 
not, in fact, as a general thing, distinguish so carefully, in the Eastern 
church, the doctrinal expressions employed on this point. But it may be 

f athered from the whole connection and train of ideas in Eusebius, that 
e^ made an essential distinction between the Son of God and created 
hefn^s; and in the work de ecclesiastica theologia, written after the 
Arian controversies, he declared himself expressly as being against those 
who reckoned the Son of Q(A among the xritrfjtetTot ; he taught that God 
Waa'the Father of the Christ alone, — the God and Creator of all other 
beings ; that the Son of God had come into existence in a way wholly 
different from that of all other beings ( ob^ 6fjboiev( toTs yivynTMS 

— confitquently that there was an essential difference between 
tile notion of a Sou of God and that of a created being. Ecclesiast. theol. 
1. 1 
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He was more distinctly conscious, than others, of the limits 
lixeS to the human knowledge of divine things, and of the 
distinction between speculative dogmatic explanations and 
the practical doctrines of faith. “ What are we men/^ he 
argued, who are ‘unable to understand a thousand things 
that lie immediately at our feet ? Who knows how the soul 
became united with the body, and how it leaves it ? What 
is the essence of the angels, and the essence of our own soul ? 
And why then, do we presume, when we see ourselves, even 
here, already surrounded, on all sides, by so many difficulties, 
to search after the perfect knowledge of the" essence of * the 
eternal Godhead ? Why do we dot rest satisl^ed with the 
testimony of the Father respecting his beloved Son : ‘ This 
is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased — hear ye 
him !' But the latter tells us himself what we should know 
concerning him : ‘ God so loved the world, as to send his only- 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him might not » 
perish, but have everlasting life.’ We must believe on him, 
then, in order to be partakers of everlasting life. For who- 
soever believes on him^ he says, hath eternal life ; not whoso- 
ever knows how he was begotten of the Father. Were the 
latter the condition, none could obtain the promise ; for the 
same Lord also declares, ^ No man knoweth the Father except 
the Son, and no man knoweth the Son but the Father only,* 
Sufficient therefore for us, in order to salvation, is the faith 
which enables us to know tlie Almighty God as our ^''ather, 
and to receive his only-begotten Son as our Saviour.*** 

But as it often happens with those who would wish to be 
moderate, that they forget their character whenever an immo- 
derate zeal, however honastly meant, comes to oppose them in 
another ; as it often happens in such cases even to them^ that 
instead of placing themselves in their opponent’s point of 
vie\v, they judge him entirely from their own, and thus treat 
him with unfairness; so it turned out with Eusebius. It 
smnetimes happened with him, that he could not appreciate 
the weight which a doctrinal difference must have had when 
l^egarded from some other point of view than hi^ own ; and 
that hence he allowed himself in the great error of passing 
anjnst and censorious judgments on a zeal which, though 
inordinate,* still proceeded from the deep Sonsciousneie* of 
* Ecclesiast, theol. 1. 1, c. 12. 
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sttch importance. Doubtless he was right in maintaining that 
fe.ith in Jesus as redeemer, and God as a Father, constitutes 
the Christian ; but he could not transport himself to another 
maVs point of vie^, to whom an error, which he accounted 
unessential, seemed to stand in entire contradiction with this 
faith. Hence he could be so far milled as to ^race everything 
to passion, in cases where a purely Christian interest at bot- 
tom was dot to be mistaken. • 

KusebiuiJ of Caesarea wrote a letter to the bishop Alexander, 
in which he sought to convince him that he was doing Arius 
injxistice ; find •that if he would but rightly conceive him, he 
would lind n4) difficulty in coming to an agreement with him.* 
Now^AriiLs might well be inclined to accept of the proposed 
conditions of agreernetit, since being a subordinate pastor op- 

♦ A fragment of this letter is to be found in the sixth act of the second 
Nicene council. Harduin. T. IV. f 407. Arius, m his letter drawn up 
in common with certain other presbyters, which is to be found in Epi- 
phaniu^s, had called tlie Son of God a xtItum ^lov tsas/av, axx’ 
f* vwv »TitT(A.a,ruv. Now, with this explanation, the complaint urged by 
the bishop Alexander seemed to Eusebius to stand in contradiction ; vi/. 
that, according to Arius’ doctrine, the Son of God had come into exist- 
ence, «K <rm But Alexander might rightly deem himself 

justified — regarding the matter from his own doctrinal point of view, and 
in the cohereiice of those explanations with the whole Arian scheme- 
in saying that he could find in those words nothing but the statement of 
a difference in degree between the Son ot God and other created beings. 
He could conceive of nothing that could possibly intervene betwixt me 
concepfioa and the conception x-riV^tca ; and. if the former of these 
predicates was not attributed to the Son of God in its strict sense, 
according to the idea of the unity of the divine essence, then nothing 
was, in his opinion, gained for Christian truth. Again, Alexander had 
objected to Arius that he taught o uv Wv ova ovra ; for Alexander 

considered in fact the being of the Sou as grounded from eternity in the 
being of the Father, and derived from it according to the conception, not 
aewding to time. The attaining first from non-existence to existence 
l^longed, according to his view, to the essential and distinctive rnaikof 

the But, according to the Origenistic mode of apprehension on 

which Eusebius proceeded, God the Father was the av absolutdy (the 
^ of Plato). In so far as the existence of the Son was derived from the 
FathtSr, it was necessary to conceive of him — althongh not in respect to 
his beginning in time, yet in reference to the absolute causality M^hich 
was to be ascribed to the Father alone — as in the conception once not 
existing, ovk m , — as having come into being by the causality of the 
Fating, who is aisrXw? dl^iag, or we must suppose two absolute 

causalities, two absolutely eternal beings, two all which are 

identical expressions with Eusebius. 
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p(^ed to the bishop, he could not but gain by any such com- 
promise, Besides, from the very nature ofithe case, he 
iu any doctrinal dispute, is chiefly contending, as Arius was, 
for a negative interest, can afford to be metre tolerant tha^i he 
can who is defending a positive interest. The negative and 
the positive, hoVever, were in this case intimately connected ; 
for Arius, in contending, as he supposed he was, against the 
deification of a creature, was defending, in his own dpinion, the 
interests of pure jtheism — though in a way, to bjf ^ure, that 
savoured rather of a narrow Jewhh spirit than of genuine 
Christianity ; since, indeed, the idea of a God not i^lf-included 
but ^i^revealing, and — without which the fulh revelation of 
God cannot be — communicating himself^ is the fundamental 
idea of Christianity, and moreover the basis of all vital theism. 
It is often seen, too, that the negative interest, where it 
acquires dominion, is not less intolerant and inclined to per- 
secution, but, on the contrary, even more so than the positive* 
Ajrius said, respecting the definitions of his opponents : We 
could not even listen to these blasphemies, if the heretics 
threatened us with a thousand deaths.”* After such assevera- 
tions, we may well conceive that Arius, in case his doctrines 
could have gained the ascendancy* would not have been the 
most tolerant of men. But neither can we grpatly censure 
the bishop Alexander — to whom the doctrines of Arius, re- 
garded from his own point of view, must have appeared to 
undermine the very essence of Christianity — if he believed it 
incompatible with a conscientious discharge of his office, as a 
shepherd over the flock, to suffer that Arius who certainly, 
to judge from the above-cited avowal, and from his songs 
before alluded to, could not keep his peculiar system to him- 
self in discharging his public duties as a teacher, and who was 
assuredly not wanting in a zeal for making proselytes— to 
suffer such a man to remain as pastor over his community. 

When Constantine, in the year 324, after his victory ovejf 
liicinius, had obtained the sovereignty over the entire Roman 
empire, and it became his favourite plan to unite all his sub^ 
jects together in one worship of God, he must havq been 
greatly annoyed to see so important a schism, which found 
many to take an active share in it, even among the laity, 
geminating within the church itself. Hefconsiderod'it in- 
* Theodoret. I. 5. 
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cu^bent on bim therefbre, at the very outset, to take ev^ry 
possible measure for removing it. To this end, in the year 
324, he despatched the bishop Hosius of Cordova, who then 
stoocf high in his confidence and favour, to the bishop Alex- 
ander and to the presbyter Arius with a letter,* expressing 
his displeasure at the outbreak of this whole controversy, and 
calling upon them mutually to recognize each other as Chris- 
tian brethren, without insisting, either of them,' upon the 
other’s adopting his own peculiar convictions. The party of 
Eusebius of Caesarea must have succeeded, at that time, in 
bringing th^ emperor wholly over to their own views of this 
dispute ; and to an emperor who looked upon the matter in its 
outward aspects, and to whom tlie preservation of quiet w'as the 
most important consideration, such views would be likely to 
appear the most plausible. Constantine represented the ques- 
tions in dispute as being nothing but rasii, speculative questions, 
jftanding in no conneetion whatever with tlie essence of Chris- 
tianity. He found fault alike with those who had propounded 
and witb those who had busied themselves in answering such 
questions. He expressed his special displeasure that such mat- 
ters, which so few were capable of understanding, should be 
brought publicly before the people. He held up to them the 
example of the philosophers, who, even while differing on par- 
ticular points of doctrine, could nevertheless reckon themselves 
as belonging to one and the same school. The doctrinal impar- 
tiality, qr rather indifference, of the emperor, or the individual 
who wrote in his name, w ent, however, still further than even 
the moderation of a Eusebius would have approved, had h^ 
allowed himself to make clear to his own mind what w^as 
implied in the emperor’s language ; for the latter then made 
the essentials of Christianity, in which all should agree, to 
consist simply in the faith on a Pi*ovidence.’|' Considered 
from this point of light, the matters to wliich this controversy 
related must indeed have appeared as in the highest degree 
insignificant ;% but as a matter of course, a letter of this 
description could have no influence in bringing the contending 
parties* any nearer together. 

The attempt of the emperor Constantine in this way to re* 
To*he found in iiuseb. II. ae vita Constantini, c. 64. 

f tnt BiUff ftm vif iy vfM* 'Srlrrts 

V0U IV. C 
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store the peace of the church having failed, andf the two con- 
troversies which broke out in Egypt at the same time, the 
Arian and the Meletian, having produced violent movei^ents 
even among the laity, which threatened serious consequences 
of a political nature,* the emperor was forced to look round 
for some radical means of restoring quiet. As the bishops 
appeared to him to be the representatives of God and of 
Christ, the organs of the divine Spiiit that enlightened and 
guided the church ; as he had before him the est^Mshed cus- 
tom of deciding controversies in* the single ^rovinc^ by 
assemblies composed of all the provincial bishops, it would, 
according to this analogy, appear to him to be the most natu- 
ral means of disposing of the present controversy, which had 
become so widely diffused, to convoke a council* composed of 
all the bishops of his empire ; and the employment of such 
a means seemed, in fact, to be required for the decision of 
another important matter connected with the religious inter^ 
est in the mind of the emperor, viz , the bringing about of a 
general agreement as to the time of holding the Easter festi- 
val. He summoned, a.d. 325, a general council to meet at 
Nice, in Bithynia. It is stated that three hundred and eigh- 
teen bishops here came together, of whom by far the ’ greater 
part were Orientals ; and the emperor himself k)ok an active 
part in the transactions on this occasion, f 

• See Euseb. vit. Constantin. III. 4. 

f As no complete collection of the transactions of this cohncH has 
come down to us, the only means left for obtaining a knowledge of the 
true course of its proceedings is, to take the accounts given by those 
reporters of the different parties who were present at the deliberations, and 
form our conclusions from a comparison of them all. These were more 
particularly Athanasius and Eusebius of Cmsarea. Even if we could 
suppose that Athanasius, wljo only accompanied his bishop in the capa- 
city of archdeacon, was in a situation to obtain as accurate a knowledge 
of the intrigues which influenced the course of the council, as the bishop 
Eusebius, who stood in such close connection with the court ; yet it 
is important to remark, that in the case of Athanasius, there were many 
things which would render it difficult for him to take an unbiassed view 
of the proceedings Regarding the council as the organ by which the 
divine truth expressed in the IfMoitnov bad obtained the victory over 
the Arian error, disposed to look upon the determinatidns of this council 
as simply expressing the consciousness of Christian truth, which then 
inspired the majority of the bishops, everything weald naturally^he sup- 
pressed by Mm which might cause the matter to he considered in an 
altogether different light, and exhibit the Nicene creed as an inslfum^t 
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To fotm a correct notion of the order of business at. this 
council, we must,^n tlje first place, present clearly before our 
mii^s the relation of the parties who were present ; — those 
who agreed entirely with the doctrine ^f Arius, which .was 
but a small party then the advocates of tjie Homoousion, 
who likewise in the Eastern church composed but a compara- 
tively small party ;f — and finally those who occupied the 

forced iipo^i the majority of the c.ouncil by the influence of the court- 
party, which governed the eir^eror. This holds good especially of the 
tract* written, by j^thanasins in defence of the Nicene council. In the 
next place, as to his Epistola ad Afros, it is to be remarked, that 
although Atharfes’us reports in this letter many important circumstances 
relating to the internal history of the council, yet he distorts the true 
form of the facts, by persisting to recognize only two parties at the 
council, — avowed Arians, and adherents to the doctrine of the unity of 
essence. But that these two parties were not the only ones at the 
council, but, on the contrary, the party which held the middle ground 
•between these two must have been the dominant party there, may be 
easily gathered from looking at the situation of the Eastern church in 
this period, as well as from its whole course of development up to this 
time. But it was natural that Athanasius, looking at the matter from 
his own doctrinal position, would be inclined to take cognizance of but 
two parties, Arians and advocates of the Homoousion. Between these 
there was /or him no neutral ground; and hence, indeed, we may 
account for the fact, that he could reckon Eusebius of Cscsarea with 
the j^rians. He comprised them all under one name, that of ot 

(Eusebius of Nicomedia). Hence he could attribute what 
he ought to have transferred to two different paities, to one and the 
same pa^y, and — inasmuch as he confounded the interests of two differ- 
ent parties — so represent the matter as if every opposition to the Arian 
opinions proceeded from those who favoured the Homoousion. In 
Respect to Eusebius, on the other liand, he speaks, in the pastoral letter 
which he sent from the council of Nice to his own community, of the 
influence of the emperor without concealment and without shame; — a 
Iket which reflects no honour on himself or on those friends of his who 
allowed themselves to be, for the most part, governed by such influence. 
But he was too much of a court theologian, though belonging to the 
better class of this party to be conscious of the dishonour. If the ma- 
jority at the council did in fact declare for the Homoousion, in a way so 
entirely independent of foreign influence as Athanasius represents, the 
next following events in the Eastern church would be incapable of 
explanation. These testify more decidedly in favour of the correctness of 
the representation given by Eusebius, than of that given by Athanasius. 

* ^ Athanasius, in the Epistola ad Afros, s. 5, justly calls the Arians 
at the council, rivi oXiyet^, 

t "W'hich AthanSsius, to he sure, nowhere intimates, since he makes 
all the opponents of strict Arianism advocates of the Homoousion, and 
Wholly overlooks the middle party, 

c2 
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il^ddle gmutid between the two parties, and entertained simi- 
lar views with those of Eusebius of Caesardh, of whose system 
Tve have spoken above. From these last sprang* up after^rds 
the party called Semi-Arians. It was the wish of these last, 
that the doctriixe Christ’s divinity should be settled only in 
each general expressions as had hitherto satisfied the Christian 
want, so that, with regard to tlie difference which divided the 
two contenJiing parties, nothing was to be defined, and each 
of the parties might be allowed 'to interpret the language ac- 
cording to its own meaning. Many* of the decided^ expre'*^ions 
of Arius concerning the nature of the Son of God mast, be- 
yond question, have appeared offensive even to* the dominant 
middle party at the council ; and such expressions coul(h easily 
be laid hold of, to represent him to the Orientals* as an oppo- 
nent of the old church doctrine of the Triad.* A condemna- 
tion of these Arian propositions might doubile‘'S have been 
easily carried through, if, on the other side, the party defend * 
ing the Hornoousion had not also raised an opposition to the 
dominant church doctrine of tlie East, and if certain indivir 
duals had nOt come out as mediators between the contending 
parties. Several bisliops who belonged to that second (aftef^ 
wards denominated the Seini-AriaiO party zealously exerted 
themselves to establish peace, and to reduce to Silence those 
who were earnestly opposed to the doctrines of Arius.*)* ^They 
endeavoured to show, that the expressions of Arius did not, 
at least, have any such offensive sense as they appeared to 
have on the first glance ; atjd they proposed certain general 
foitnulas of agreement, with whicli both parties might be 
satisfied. The leaders of the Arian party, entering into these 
forms of agreement, declared themselves ready to retract the 
offensive expressions, and to adopt the doctrinal technolt^ 
hitherto in use in the Eastern church, which in truth they 

♦ Accordingly, that may be perfectly true which Athanasius, in the 
%istola adepiscopos iEgypti et Lib>8e, s. 13, says with regard to the 
^neral murmur of disapprobation with which the explanations of Arius 
W^re received, as well as ^hat he sa}s also in the Epistola ad Affos, ». 

with regard to the agreement in the condemnation of the Artdu 
msW, except that, owing to the confusion of parlies already alluded to* Se 
luferred too much from this circumstance. f 

^ f EumtMhs of Antioch, as cited by Theodoret.*!. $, hni U 
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could very well explain according to their Own sense, . A 
prominent part waf taken among the authors of peace, espe- 
cia% by the learned bishop Eusebius of Cassarea* He laid 
before the council a confession of faith, containing tlie doc- 
trine which, as he said, had been held forth f^om the first by 
the bishops in his church, — the confession which he had re- 
ceived in his earliest religious instruction and at his baptism, 
and which as a presbyter and a bishop he had 'constantly 
preached.* •This creed distinctly expressed the doctrine of 
Chrigit’s divinity,but in suCh expressions as, although, accord- 
ing to the full import of the conceptions thereby denoted, they 
stood in conri'adiction with the Arian tenets consistently un- 
derstood, yet mi^ht be very well united with those tenets by 
Arius, without giving up his own point of view.''^ 

This confession had the advantage of being composed, for 
the most part, of scriptural phraseology, which was considered 
foy the party of Eusebius as being a peculiar merit. In the 
creed pf Arius, as in the formula of the Homoousion, they 
especially censured the use of expressions not conformed to 
the language of scripture, but certainly not on altogether 
good grounds ; for as the forms of expression employed by 
the scriptures have quite another purpose in view than the 
close definitlbn of doctrinal conceptions, and as, moreover, 
new forms of error require to be met by new forms of doctri- 
nal expression, so the scriptural phraseology cannot alw^ays be 
exactly* the best adapted for the antithetic determination of a 
dogmatic conception, and tlie fact that the expressions em- 
ployed are not to be met with in scripture cannot be consi-* 
dered as exactly a valid objection to their employment. The 
advocates of the Homoousion might very properly reply, on 
their own part, that the only important thing was to deter- 
mine that if not the language^ yet the conception which it 
designated was derived substantially from the Bible.f 

* Christ « ix 3f0y, <pSs ix ix 

xTtertats, ir^o itetpraff rvr ttluv&fv ix 

vnfAmit That Christ was a Divine Being, the Creator of all other 
existeifee, that he came into existence prior to the whole temporal 
ajrstem, Arins also certainly supposed; and between a ytwMn ix 
and x*Fh*ss there was, in fact, according to his view, no difierence. 

t li xa) fm 9vrMS U ra7s y^x(p«4§ ihn ai aXXflS rn* (x wf 

WWaM* vxuTni ix^map/xgyxj trn^xwtf^u Athanas. de 

decretls synodi Nicenfie, s. 21. 
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5ut althougli this symbol appeared satisfactory to the doc- 
trinal interest of the ruling party in the Eastern ciiurch, yet 
the advocates of the Anti-Arian system of unity had stilV^this 
very circumstance to object to in it, that* it still left a foot- 
hold for the whole *Arian doctrine.* 

The party of the bishop Alexander was satisfied, it is true, 
with these articles of faith ; but at the same time they declared, 

that, as thfe expressions of this creed could still be explained. 

. ** 

Ea^ebius observes, in his pastoral letter, that nobody could Ji)nng 
apy objection against this confession of faith. But Eustathius of Antioch 
says, that this creed was received with marks of universai disapprobation, 
and demolished before the eyes of all. Eustathius, however, the warm 
opponent of Eusebius, is liable to suspicion in what jhe here says. 
Moreover, his report stands in contradiction with all we know respect- 
ing the predominant tendency of the Eastern church in this and the next 
succeeding times. It is impossible to see what could give offence to the 
l^sterii bishops in this symbol of faith. The fourth Antiochian creeds 
which afterwards obtained especial authority with the major portion of 
tbe Eastern church, coincided in the main with this creed of Eusebius. 
The Nicene creed itself manifestly grew” out of this Eusebian formula,- 
with the simple additions of the antitheses to Arianism, and of the 
Homoousion. Besides, the account of Athanasius evinces tliat the 
council was in the first place satisfied with those general definitions which 
alone Eusebius meant to express. In his Epistola ad Afros, s. 5, he says, 
thjad the bishops originally would have established, instead of the Arian 
definitions, the expressions more generally recognized, which were con- 
tained in the scriptures themselves (ra; <rwv y^ee.<puv ojuuokoy^v/uttecg 
as, for example, the expression lx ^tov ilmi <pu<ruf the expression that 
the Son was the catpla, •reZ and this in 

fact agrees entirely with that which Eusebius designed. In the book de 
decretis, s. n., Athanasius says, the intention at first was simply to esta- 
bjlish that the Son of God was the tixatv rcu ofAoteg <rt »a,i 

lkdxT^^s wavr* xec) xou dti xa) fv dwe/ 

JlXeu^raif, These definitions, too, agree very well with the Eusebian 
nygtem of doctrine, and with the objects which he wished to accomplish 
the councib Had these articles only been established, then* Jhr ike 
pteeent^ the internal controversies in the bosom of the Oriental church 
would have been hushed. It is also possible to reconcile the account of 
Eui^tathius with the other accounts which we have cited, if we suppose 
tihld he is speaking, not of a creed proposed by Eusebius of Caesarea, but 
proposed by Eusebius of Nicomedia, in which this latter, to judge 
by the fragment quoted in Ambrose, 1. HI de fide, c. 7, had endeavoured 
to defend the Arian conception of the Son of God. Comp. Theodores 1. 
7. Eveijthing goes, then, to confirm the fact of the preponderance 
which originally existed of the Eusebian, or, as it was afterwards styled, 
Sqmi?Ari»tt party. In accordance with the truth, and agreeing with 
Athanasius also reports, that the council was nc^ satisfied with 
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by the Arians after their own sense, it was absolutely neces- 
sary to add such •other propositions as would eifectually ex- 
clude the blasphemous doctrines of Arius ; and this party had 
on Its side the powerful suffrage of the emperor himself.* 
Constantine had, without doubt, been buought to a decision 
by the influence of those bishops who happend'd last to possess 
the most authority with him, namely, Hosius and his asso- 

• 

these article^, for the very reason that it was remarked that the Ariaus 
understood and interpreted them* in their own way. But when now h% 
proceeds to derive the additiohs inserted in opposition to Arianism, and 
with a view to preclude the possibility of its introduction, from the 
same bishops who had at first proposed these other articles, he must, 
without any doubt, have here confounded the two parties together. In 
truth, *t is, i^bsti-actly considered, in the highest degree improbable that 
those who aimed at a marked opposition to Arianism would, in the first 
place, propose articles respecting which they knew beforehand that the 
Arians would be willing to subscribe to them. Besides, it might not be 
• so easy, in considering the transactions of so numerous an assembly, 
where everything perhaps did not proceed according to the strictest 
order, accurately to discriminate what belonged to the different parties, 
especially for one who himself contemplated the whole under the bias 
of a party interest. So, in fact, Eustathius of Antioch says himself ; To 
tttuplf rm oux <r« *})»/ y^i(pttv. 

* Athanasius represents everything as proceeding solely from the 
bishops themselves, and makes no mention whatever of the influence 
of the empcfl)r; which, at his particular point of view, wa§ natural. 
But Eusebius represents everything as proceeding, in the first place, solely 
from the emperor. The latter calls upon the bishops to adopt the creed 
of Eusebius, and simply to add to it the word Ilotnoousiony the right way 
of understanding which he explains. From these additional clauses, 
reeoramended by the emperor himself, the bishops were led to make 
several other antithetic additions; and thus arose the Nicene cieed. 
Aflian^ius and Eusebius may both be right, and both be wrong, —both, 
ac^rding to their different party -interest, giving prominence to one 
thing and suppressing another. The proposal concerning the Homoou- 
sion may first have come from the part of the bishops ; but as it met with 
opposition, the emperor, whom the bishop Hosius of Cordova and others 
ha« made familiar- with the part which, in pursuance of their objects, he 
was to play at the council, took up the word, recommended the Homoou- 
slon, and declared himself to be satisfied of the inoffensiveness of this 
expression. There may be some truth at bottom in the account of Phi- 
lostorgius, I. 7, that Alexander, previously to the opening of the Nicene 
eomncil, bad combined with the party of the bishop Hosius of Cordova, 
that is, with the court party in Nicomedia, at a synod, to establish the 
Homoousion. The voice of the emperor had, with many bishops, more 
weight than it ought to have had according to the principles of the gospel. 
The patty of Alexander now ventured with the more boldness to press 
the other antithetic definitions^ which followed, as a matter of course. 
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; and he decided in favour of the addition of the Somoou-* 
sion. If we may credit the report of Eusebius, the empetor 
himself e^en dogmatized on the question, how the Hom90U^ 
ought to be understood ; how it was not to be conceived 
under any imag^e of sense, as if the one divine essence had 
been separated into several homogeneous parts. This might 
have been a point often discussed in his presence ; since it was 
well known, that the occasion which it gave for sensuoits 
jpepresentations was the common objection of the Orientals to 
Ihe Homoousion. The party of Alexander, who now had on 
their side the weight of the imperial authority, proceeded to 
require, in addition to the Homoousion, still other antithetic 
clauses, which had the same object in view. Perhaps k had 
been agreed on by the heads of the dogmatical jat 

that time, that the declaration of the emperor in favour of 
the Homoousion should be made the watch -word for propos- 
ing a still more complete antithesis to Arianism. In thii ^ 
way, by the union of the antithetic clauses with the articled 
of faith proposed by Eusebius, was produced the famoue 
Nicene creed.* Moreover, the condemnation, by name, of 
the main characteristic propositions of Arius was adopted 
into this creed ; and the condemnatory sentence was passed, 
not merely upon the doctrhies, but, according to the previous 
dustom, doctrines and persons were put together, and the 
individuals condemned also, who had proposed such offensive 
things. • 

Now, although the majority of the council might perhaj^ 

r in the articles against that part of the A nan creed which 
1 the Son of G(xl on a level with creatures, f yet the de-^ 
dnitions of the hyLoovaiov and of the ytwhffiq a* rnc ovffiae 

the Homoousion. But Eusebius preferred rather to have it appear that 
be yielded to the authority of the emperor than to that of the other 
hlioOps ; and he imagined also that he could best justify his conduct to 
bii community, if he adduced the authority of the emperor, if he 
declared that he had yielded to a formula proposed and recommended 
hy the emperor himself. ^ 

V To the phrase »« was added, in opposition to the •Arlan 
mede of understandmg the idea of the Godhead m reJference to Christ 
{see above), the word — to with a view to gCatd 

aplnst tibe Arian practice of identifying it with was added 

t The opposi^on between Btig and and 
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were at vafifence with the prevailing Oriental type of doctjrine. 
Hence there arose much opposition to these definitions: on 
thcj^first day after they were presented, Eusebius of Caesarea 
ab^lutely refused .his assent to them.* But after many ex- 
pl^ations he yielded for the sake of peace, as iie says in* the 
pastoral letter to his church, which he sent from Nice,! — 
interpreting the new articles of the creed according to the 
sense of hfs own doctrinal system, not without soifte degree of 
disingeniK)*s sophistry.J The principal article respecting the 
Homoousion, which, in fact, had already been approved, even 
by the peadfe-loving Dionysius of Alexandria, in another sense 
than that in •which it was intended to establish it at Nice, 
Eusebius, by taking advantage of the unsettled use of phi- 
losophical atid doctrinal terms in those times, could easily ex- 
plain in accordance with his own views. This proposition, 
according to his interpretation, denoted nothing else than the 
•exaltation of the Sou of God above all comparison with 
created beings, and his perfect likeness to the Fat her. § It 
perhaps may be the case that Eusebius, as he avowed in 

* Athanas. decret. S. n. s. 3. Tl^i inlets ofcu; S<rTipov 

f Ttftf <rn( u^n*n! t'Koxav fijuJUv KUfi'aov^ 

f This properly betrays itself only in the case of one article, if Ense- 
bius could approve the condemnation of the Arian proposition, that the 
Son of God rod yifvn6heti ov» Jv. This proposition of Arius does in 
fact perfectly agree with Eusebius's system of faith (see above) ; and at 
least some similar proposition seemed to himself necessary, in order to hold 
fast the motion of absolute causality, which was to be attributed to God 
the Father alone. It was a dubious matter, then, for him to join in this 
anathema.^ He got along by a sophistical interpretation, referring the 
in the condemned proposition, to the human birth ; and so he 
found nodifficuil^, as he himself declared, in receiving this also; as, in truth, 
the doctrine of Ghrist’s divine existence before his birth was one univer- 
sally acknowledged. By this last remark, however, be in fact refuted his 
own interpretation ; for how could it have occurred to any one to set up a 
counter proposition to an erroneous doctrine which nobody maintained? 
Athanasius was not slow to take advantage of the weak spot which 
Kttwbius here exposed ; and objected to him that, by such an interpre- 
tatlouy he threw the suspicion of entertaining such an erroneous doctrine 
his friend Arius himself, against whom this condemnatory article had 
been filmed. 

^ UatfiourrBtrtxh <r® or^ot rk sorifftetret roo 

TOP $^op fMoy 51 orxrpi oiotret uraorit r^oorov^tolov thaw. When 
Atbanaains* then (d^decret. synod, nie. s. 3), accuses Eusebius of bavinf, 
by his approbation of the Homoousion in his pastoral letter revoked hiS 
earlier doctrine as being incorrect, the charge is altogether untrue ; for, as 
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his pastoral letter, explained himself before the council of 
Nice itself, with regard to the sense in whhsli he received the 
Homoousion. The important point with the emperor Con- 
stantine was, that the proposition regardii\g the Homoou^on, 
of the importance of which he had been persuaded, should be 
received by ail^ what the properly orthodox and what the 
heterodox sense might be, in the interpretation of this article, 
it is hardly probable that he could so nicely distinguish.* 
With perfect honesty Eusebius^ might condemn* the Aiian 
formulas, especially since they contained distinctions not to be 
met with in scripture ; and since all the strife and confilsion 
in the church had grown out of the employment of such dis- 
tinctions, the use of which, therefore, he himself had always 
earefully avoided. 

1 There were many others who adopted the Nicene creed in 
j the same sense with Eusebius, interpreting it in accordance 
' with their own doctrinal system ; so that the hixoovdiov was for# 
* them nothing more than a designation of the o/xoiottiq mr ovtsiav 
(likeness in respect to essence). At hist seventeen bisiiops, 
who probably belonged to the stiictly Arian party, declined 
to go with the majority. But as the creed was to be made 
known under the imperial authority, and threatened all who 
would not adopt it with the loss of their places, and con- 
demnation as refractory subjects, f the greater part of these 
yielded tlirough fear; and there remained, finally, but two 
bishops besides Arius, namely, Theonas of Marma|*ica in 
Libya, and Secundiis of Ptolemais, who declared without 
reserve against the JNicene creed. The two zealous personal 
jGeiends of Arius themselves, Eusebius of Nicomedia and 


Eusebius expresses himself, it is clear that he interpreted this distinction 
only in accordance with the doctiiual system which he had constantly 
taught, 

^ If it is true, as Eusebius reports, that the emperor interpreted the 
condemnation of the proposition, Toy oy» Jsr, in the sense 

that the Son of God, before he came into existence in already 

existed, hke all things else in the Father, in it would, we must 

admit, be exceedingly plain, how little familiar Constantine was whb 
the system he wjuld delend, and how easily he could be satisfied with 
any interpretati®, provided only the forms were adhered to. 

f Contra divina statuta veniemes, i, e, statuta iiupemtoris, according 
to the diplomatic language of those times. So Rufinus expresses it, I. 
in the sense of the emperor. 
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Theognis of Nice, subscribed the creed ; declaring with Euse- 
bius of Caesarea, fliat they yie lded for the sake of peace, after 
haniiig expre'^sed their views as to the way in winch it ought 
to be understood, so as to be free fiom all objection.^ Still 
they refused to subscribe with the resf the conderanafory 
clauses against the Arian doctrines, not, as they avowed, 
because they did not agree with tlie others as to the doctrinal 
matter, but because, according to the way in whit h they had 
learned tb bnder^tand the doctrines of Arius from his written 
abd.oral cpmiiiunication^, they could not believe that he had 
actu£\||ly taught the doctrines he was accused of teaching- At 
that time thS thing was overlooked ; but Arius and his two 
faithftjl friends were excommunicated as teachers of error 
fiom the church, deposed from their spiritual olRce, and by 
the emperor Constantine condemned to banishment. Tfie 
latter was at this time overflowing \\ ith a fanatical hatred of 
* the doctrines of Arius, which now appeared to him as blas- 
phemous, and subversive of all Christianity ; and this fanati- 
cism impelled him already to apply all the expedients of the 
Byzantine despotism to suppress these doctrines entirely. In 
an edict issued at this time, he places Arius in the same class 
with Porphyry, the antagonist of Christianity ; and directed 
that all the Wirings of Ariiis, as those of Porphyry, should be 
burned, — the penalty of death even being threatened against 
tho**© who should be detected in any clandestine attempt to 
prdset^e these writings. While Constantine was iii this state 
of feeling, Eusebius and Theognis, who had already rendered 
themselves suspected by the emperor in refusing to subscribe 
the condemnatory clause, could not long remain protected 
against his displeasure ; but it turned out, as Theonas and 
Secundus had foretold them, that they soon shared the same 
fate with the latter. Three months after the close of the coun- 
cil,! they also were deposed from their places and banished. 

In fact, however, the manner in which the controversies 
had been decided by the council of Nice could only contain 
the seeds for new disputes ; for there was here no cordial union 
spririgiug freely, by a natural course of development, out of 
inward conviction, but a forced and artificial union of men, 

* For they wero afterwards able to appeal to the feet that they had 
done this, in their memorial sent to the bishops, cited in Socrates, f. 14. 

Philostorg. I. 9. 
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Still, widely separated by their different modes of thinking, on 
a creed which had been imposed on them, atid which was dif- 
ferently expounded according to the different doctrinal in- 
terests of the several parties. Thus it happened, that while 
fbr *the present no party ventured as yet to come out decidedly 
against the Homoousion, still those who had received it, ex- 
plaining it to mean Homoiqusion, accused the others, who 
interpreted tt and held it fast in its proper and original signifi- 
cation, of Sabellianism ; while the latter accused tlm former 
of Tritheism. We have an illustration of this in the disputes 
between the bishop Eustathius of Antioch, and Ihe b^liop 
Eusebius of Caesarea, — -two men radically opposed to each 
other before, in their whole theological bent ; the former being 
a zealous opponent, the other a no less zealous adherent, of 
the school of Origen. 

Yet* the major part of the eastern church would naturally 
strive to rid themselves of the imposed articles of the Nicene 
creed ; and as Constantine, without an independent judgment 
of his own, and a well-grounded insight into these doctrinal 
controversies, was governed by the changing influence of the 
different parties at court, so that which had procured for the 
Homoousion a momentary victory in the Eastern church might 
soon take a turn in the very opposite direction. Gonstantine’a 
sister Constantia, the widow of Licinius, who po-'sessed great 
influence with her brother, maintained the best understanding 
with Eusebius of Caesarea ; and she had taken as her spiritual 
guide a presbyter who had attached himself to the Arian party, 
and who found means of convincing her that Arius had been 
unjustly coridenined.* 

On her death, in the year 327, Constantia very earnestly 
recommended the presbyter above mentioned to her brother. 
He acquired the confidence of the emperor, and succeeded in 
persuading him also that injustice had been done to Arius, 
and that personal passions had had much more to do in these 

* Mi^ht we place any reliance on the testimony of the Arian hi&to<» 
rian Philostorgius, h. e. I. 8 , the advice of Constantia had had some ipi- 
licence on the issue of the Nicene council itself. As she must havo been 
well acquainted with her brother’s habits, she advised her friends at the 
Hicente council to receive for the present the Homoousion, which b^r 
brother was now firmly resolved to hold fast, and giire it their oWn in* 
tcr^retaflon ;-*>meaus would very soon be found to draw him off from It 
again. * 
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disputes than any interest in behalf of sound doctrine. Con- 
stantine had already once invited Arius to visit the court; 
bu^the latter, it seems, could not feel confidence enough in 
the emperor’s intentions. He now se^it a second express 
message, assuring Arius that it was the Emperor’s purpos'e to 
show him favour, and send him back to Alexandria. Arius 
presented ^to the emperor a confession of faith, in which, 
without entering into the points of difference, he expressed in 
very general language his belief in the doctrine of the Father, 
Son.^ and Holy Ghost, taught by scripture and by the common 
tradition oT the church. He besougiit the emperor to put a 
stop to these idle controversies on mere speculative questions, t 
so that schisms might be healed, and all united in one might 
pray for thfe peaceable reign of the emperor and for his whole 
family, Constantine was satisfied with this confession. Arius 
was again received to favour (between the years 328 and 
* 329) ; and his two friends, Theognis and JEusebius of Nico- 
media^ were now easily enabled to obtain their recall. J We 
perceive from the confessioti of Arius, and from the satisfac- 
tion with which Constantine received it, what were the pre- 
vailing views of the latter respecting these matters at the 
present time. After having been enlisted but for a short 
period in favour of the Homoousion, he had been drawn back 


* On this point the identity of the *<r»V;5 and yi^yr}<ns was presupposed, 
eutlrel;^ in accordance with his doctrine : Toy ix Tov 

xmmv ‘ytysvynjusvoy Sicv Xoyovy 3 / eu to, veeiyret iytvsTo, 

f ZnTii/uaTai xaj ^t^KXffoXoy'.ttt. 

I The arguments which have been urged against the genuineness of 
the above-cited letter of these two bishops, by which they sought to be 
restored to favour, are not • decisive ; many of them being simply 
bounded on the view which must be taken of tlie Nicene council in the 
Catholic church. This letter possesses, on the contrary, every mark of 
genuineness. But, according to this letter, we must necessarily place 
the recall of Arius before the return of these two bishops, as the letter 
expressly presupposes it. The reasons which induced Walch to place 
the recall of Arius at a later period, even so late as a.d. 330, are not 
important; for although Socrates says that Arius had been called by the 
emperor to Constantinople, yet it by no means follows from this, that the 
consecration of the new residence, a.I). 330, had preceded ; for first, as 
it respects the place, Socrates might easily be in an error, and by an ana- 
chto^m substitute Constantinople for Niconiedia; or it may even be, 
that €X)nstantme happened at the very time that he sent for Arius, to be 
at Byaantium, before that city had as yet been converted into the impe- 
rial residence. 
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to those earlier views which would so much more readily 
present themselves to a layman contemplating the matter 
simply in its outward aspects, that personal passions a^^ a 
self-vvilled, disputatious spirit had given, to questions^ 
which did not pertafin in tlie least to the essentials of Christ- 
ianity, an undu^ importance. The emperor entertaining this 
view of the matter, all who agreed in representing the doctrinal 
differences <LS unimportant would especially recommend them- 
selves to his favour ; while all jvho were unw'illkig, for the 
sake of gratifying the emperor, to moderate their zeal in 
behalf of a truth which they found to be intimately connected 
with the essence of Christianity, would easily bec«)me suspected 
and hated by him as uneasy, contentious, and disorderly juen. 

Hence may be explained the contests which, first and pre- 
eminently, the remarkable person had to pass through who 
had now become the head of the Homoousion party in the 
Eastern church. For soon after the conclu^ion of the council 
of Nice, the bishop Alexander had died, and was succeeded 
by the archdeacon Athanasius, a man far his superior* in in- 
tellect and resolute energy, j^thanasius had probably been 
already, up to this very time, the soul of the party in "favour 
of the Homoousion ; and it was by his influence that the 
bishop Alexander had been led to decide that nothing should 
be yielded in order to the restoration of Arius.* Moreover, 
he had already distinguished himself at the Nicene council by 
the zeal and acuteness with which he defended the doctrine of 
the unity of essence, and combated Arianism. By pursuing, 
with strict consistency and unwavering firmness, during an 
active life of nearly half a century, and amid every variety of 
fortune and many persecutions and sufferings, the same object, 
in opposition to those parties whose doctrinal views Were 
either unsettled in themselves, or liable to veer about with 
every change of the air at court, he contributed in a great 
measure to promote the victory of the Homoousion in the 
Eastern church. If we consider the connection of thoughts 
and ideas in the doctrinal system of this father, we shall 
doubtless be led to see that, in contending for the Homoousion, 
he by no means contended for a mere speculative formula, 

• ^ • 

♦ For one of the charges brought against him by his opponents, see 
Afoanas. apolog. c. Arianos, s. 6. 
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standing in no manner of connection with what constitute^ the 

X je of Chri^tiknity ; that, in this controversy, it was by 
eans a barely dialectic or speculative interest, but in 
reality an essentially Christian interest, which actuated hira. 
On the holding fast to the Homoousion depended, in his view, 
the whole unity of the Christian consciousness of God, the 
completeness of the revelation of God in Christ, the reality of 
the redemption which Christ wrought, and of the* communion 
with Gofl restored by him to man. ’ “ If Christ,” so argued 
Atbanasiug against the Arian doctrine, “ differed from other 
creatures simply as being the only creature immediately pro- 
duced by God, Ins essence being wholly distinct from the 
essence of God, then he could not bring the creature into 
fellowship with God, since we must be constrained to conceive 
of something still, intei mediate between him, as a creature, 
and the divine essence whicli differed from him, something 
whereby he might stand in communion with God ; — and this 
internieiHate being would be precisely the Son of God in the 
proper sense. In analyzing the conception of God com- 
municated to the creature, it would be necessary to arrive at 
last at the conception of that which requires nothing inter* 
mediate in order to communion with God ; which does not par- 
ticipate in God’s essence as something foreign from itself, but 
which is itself the self-communicating essence of God.* 
This is the only Son of God, the being who can be so called 
in th^ proper sense. The expressions Son of God and divine 
generation are of a symbolical nature, and denote simply the 
communication of the divine essence. It is only on the sup- 
position that Christ is in this sense alone the proper Son of 
God, that he can make rational creatures children of God. It 
is the Logos who imparts himself to them, dwells within them, 
through whom they live in God — the Son of God within 
them, through the fellowship with whom they become them- 
selves of God.” It is here seen how to Athanasius 

the idea of the Homoou'^ion presented itself in connection 
with what constitutes the root and groundwork of the entire 
Christian life. While the Arians maintained that it was 

* Sp, e.g., Athanp. orat. I. c Arianos, s. 16. Ta aXav ’rh* 

ierrt — Avro} fjth a vm avhm W 

l« wet‘r^s rauro W/y a ahvw tov mov (jbfTixovrtf^ 

/AtTix*** 
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impossible to distinguish the conceptions Son of God and a 
generation from God. from the conceptions •created being and 
a creation, without falling into sensuous,’" anthropomorphic 
representations, Athanasius, on the contrary, taught that all 
huiftan expressions 6f- God were of a symbolic nature, taken 
from temporal things, and therefore liable to be misconceived, 
unless the idea lying at the bottom were freed, from the 
elements of*time and sense, and the same attribute^ predicated 
of God, understood in a ‘different manner from wlikf it would 
be when predicated of creatures. Even God’s act of creation, 
in order not to be misconceived, must Ke distinguished from 
the human mode of producing and forming. As the Arians 
admitted that, according to John v. 23, divine worship be- 
longed to Christ, Athanasius accused them of showing that 
honour to a creature, according to their notions of Chfist, 
which was due to God alone; consequently, of falling into 
idolatry. From this coherence of the doctrines which Atha- 
nasius here defended with his whole Christian consciousness, 
it may be well conceived that he must have considered himself 
bound by his duty as a pastor not to admit into his church a 
teacher who held forth a system which appeared to him to be 
SO thoroughly unchristian. 

After the patrons of Arius had resorted in vaift to friendly 
representations, petitions, and threats, for the purpose of in- 
ducing Athanasius to receive back the former into the church, 
thie emperor commanded him to receive Arius, and 8*11 his 
friends who were willing to connect themselves once more with 
his church ; and, unless he did so, informed him that he should 
be deposed from his station, and sent into exile.* Athanasius, 
however, was not to be intimidated by such threats, but firmly 
declared to the emperor, that his duty as a pastor did not 
permit Mm to receive the teachers of false doctrines into the 
fellowship of the church ; and this steadfast refusal of a man 
acting under the consciousness of his vocation, an<| in the 
feeling of his duty, produced so much effect as this, that Con- 
stantine did not urge him further, nor carry his threat into ex- 
ecution. But still this incident could not have left an altogether 

* A fragment of the letter is preserved in Athanasius, apology e. 
Arkn. S. 59. The threatening words of the empercte- are: ’Acotf-raXw 
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favourable impression on the emperor’s mind, since Atlian^ius 
appeared to him iiuthe light of an obstinate recusant ; and hence 
hnl^nemies would-be more easily listened to in bringing their 
new accusations against him. The most weighty charge was, 
that Athanasius had sent to a person in E^ypt — otherwise un- 
known to us, but who was reported to have harboured a design 
of conspiracy against the emperor — a sum of money to aid 
him in the* prosecution of his purpose. Constantine ordered 
him, a.d» 3^2, to present himself personally, at Psammathia, 
a suburb of Nicomedia, where tlie emperor was residing at 
that*time. • The personal appearance of Athanasius, a man of 
remarkable jx)wer over the minds of others, seems for the 
momept to have over-awed tlie soul of Constantine. He not 
only acknowledged the above-mentioned accufation to be 
groundless, but such was the effect left on him by the presence 
of Athanasius, that, in his letter to the church at Alexandria, 
•he styles him a man of* God."^ In this letter he lamented the 
existing divisions, and recommended charity and concord. It 
is easy* to see, that the preservation of i)eace and unity in the 
church was of far more importance, in the estimation of 
Constantine, than all matters pertaining to doctrine. For the 
moment, the enemies of Athanasius now appeared to him to 
be the authciir's of the disturbances and divisions; but this 
impression was of no long duration, and he continued to be 
governed by the influence sometimes of this and sometimes of 
the othpr party. Occasions were not wanting for bringing 
new accusations against Athanasius ; for, in the circumstances 
by which he was immediately surrounded, there existed abun- 
dant materials for agitation, which was sometimes rather ex- 
cited than quelled by his zeal not unmixed with passion. It 
happened, for instance, that the Arian and the Meletian schisms, 
though originating in widely different interests, yet broke out 
there at one and the same time. The efforts of Atlianasius to 
bring back the Meletians to the dominant church might, be- 
side^ especially amidst so excitable and passionate a people as 
the Alexandrians, easily lead to scenes of disturbance, pro- 
ceeding to a greater length than those who were the occasion 
of them intended. But he was sometimes induced to resort 
even to forcible measures for suppressing divisions in his arch 


Tcyu. IV. 


Apolog. c. Arian. s. 62 . 


X> 
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episcopal diocese.* The frequent tours of visitation, which, 
as a conscientious bishop, he made to the various parts of Igs 
diocese, and in which he was usually accompanied by 
duals belonging both to the clerg}'^ and laity of the churches 
which he visited, gave frequent occasion for such disputes 
between the tw(T heated parties, which led to scenes of violence. 
Passionate party hatred would, of course, take" advantage of 
these occasions to collect against him a mass of extravagant 
charges. Although the emperor, could not give cBedence to 
the various and strange things which were brought against him, 
yet he believed, doubtless, that Athanasius, by hi5 passionate 
and violent proceedings, might have given some occasion for 
these charges.'!' He at first, in the year 335, appointed a*synod 
to be held uijder the presidency of Eusebius of Caesarea, with 
full powers to inquire into the charges laid against Athanasius, 
and to restore things to quiet. Athanasius might, not without 
good reason, protest against the decision of a spiritual tribunal, « 
at whicli his declared antagonist presided as judge. But as it 
had been determined by the emperor to celebrate the 'triceii- 
naliaii festival of his reign by dedicatitig on that occasion the 
magnificent church which he had erected over tlie holy sepul- 
chre at Jerusalem, and many bishops had been invited to par- 
ticipate in this celebration, Constantine directed, in order that 
they uiight be prepared to engage in these solemn rites with 
quiet minds, that they should first take earnest measures for 
putting an end to the divisions in the church. For this purpose, 
the bishops were to assemble, first, at Tyre, in the year 335, 
and there inquire into the charges brought against Athanasius. 
The latter might, indeed, very justly, for the same reasons as 
in the case of the first synod above mentioned, protest also 
against this spiritual tribunal, whose members belonged, for the 

• 

*** Epiphanius, who assuredly would say nothing tending to the dis- 
paragement of Athanasius, says of him in this respect, hoeres. 68, 
Meletian. ^vdyxx^sv, 

f In the letter to the synod at Tyre, he speaks only of some who, 
through the rage of a morbid disputatious spirit, embroiled everything. 

Ohc (ptXovuxiecs rms iha.v\iofAi'»at iravra 

Euseh. vit. Constantin. 1. IV. c. 42. Even Eusebius of Csesarea, whose 
delicacy deserves respectful notice in touching so lightly upori the Arian 
controversies in his life of Constantine — even he sges, in this instance, 
only the taunting insinuations of au immoderate disputatious spirit. 
E, c. c. 41. 
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most part, to the opposite party ; but Constantine threatened 
t4^nforce his obedience by compulsion, if he presumed again 
tc^eat with contempt the imperial command.* Athanasius 
succeeded, before this tribunal, to refute a part of the charges 
which were laid against him. AVith regard to Jblie rest, a com- 
mittee was nominated, who should repair to Egypt, and inves- 
tigate everything on the spot ; but it was unfairly decreed, 
that no one belonging to the party of the accused should be 
allowed tt> flccompany this commission, so that he was curtailed 
of tl^e means of proving his innocence, and wholly abandoned 
to the party proceedings of his antagonists. This investigation, 
conducted in*so partial a manner, would of course turn out 
unfatourably for Athanasius ; he therefore appealed to the 
emperor himself, and proceeded to Constantinople. On his 
entrance into the city, he rode straightwa}?- to meet the empe- 
ror, accompanied by a few attendants. Constantine at first 
Vefused to allow him a hearing, yet, as Ite received accounts 
from Qfher quarters of the party proceedings of the synod at 
Tyre, he saw no way in which he could decline a revision of 
the previous investigation. But a few members of that synod, 
the most violent enemies of Athanasius, appeared at Constan- 
tinople, to take part in this new investigation. On the present 
occasion the^’’ let the earlier ’accusations drop, and brought 
against him a new one, which was altogether suited to exas- 

* We* may here introduce a characteristic anecdote from the history 
of this tribunal. Among the witnesses who appeared in favour of 
Athanasius, was an old confessor of Egypt, by the name of Potamoii. 
who, in the time of the Dioclesian persecution, had been thrown into 
prison at the same time with Eusebius, and who had had one of liis eyes 
bored out. This person, full of zeal for Athanasius, said to Eusebius: 

Who can tolerate this ? Thou sittest there to judge Athanasius, who 
stands before thee an innocent pereon ! Dost thou recollect, that we 
were in the dungeon together, and that I was deprived of an eye? But 
thou didst not become a martyr, and hast all thy members still un- 
harmed. How couldst thou have so escaped from the prison, unless 
thou didst either do what was not permitted, or else profess thy willingness 
‘to do it?” This was unquestionably an inference on very slender 
grounds ; for many circumstances might operate to cause favour to be 
shown *to one which was denied to another. Eusebius thought it not 
proper to vindicate himself against this charge, but simply said, losiifg 
for a moment the equanimity, indeed, which it behoved him to possess 
as a judge : “ Shall %e not now believe your accusers ? If you venture 
to exercise such tyranny Acre, how much more will you do it in your 
own country I ” See Epiphan. 1. c. 
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perate the feelings of Constantine against Athanasius.* He 
was reported to have said, that it lay in life power to liin^T 
the arrival of the convoy of grain necessary to be sent s^i- 
annually from Alexandria to supply provisions for the city of 
the* imperial residence.^ Whether the truth really was that 
Constantine in some sort believed this charge, or whether he 
only deemed it necessary to affect that he believed it, in order 
to get rid of a man who was a constant mark and butt of con- 
tention, and thus restore quiet, it is enough that lieF banished 
him, A.D. 336, to Triers.J 

As nothing now stood in the way of the restoration of Arius 
to the Alexandrian church, he was, after having been solemnly 
received back into the communion of the churtdi by the<synod 
convened at Jerusalem for the purpose of consecrating the new 
edifice, sent back to Alexandria. But in the community, 
which was devoted with an enthusiastic attachment to their 
bishop Athanasius, new disturbances arose. Constantine, to^ 
whom the preservation of peace was the main thing, sent, 
A.D. 336, for Arius to come to Constantinople, in order that it 
might be examined how far he had been concerned in these 
disturbances. He was obliged to present to the emperor a con- 
fession of faith ; and drew up one in simple language, couched 
ill scriptural expressions, withofit doubt similar 1K> the former 
one already mentioned. He needed not to deny his convic- 
tions in order to satisfy the emperor ; for although the latter 
was unwilling absolutely to relinquish the Homoousioiif, since 
it had been once published under the imperial sanction, yet, 
notwithstanding all this, he was far from being inclined to the 
views of Athanasius. But the sincerity of Arius in his con- 
fession had been suspected by him. He required of him an 
(mlh to testify his sincerity ; and as the confession Arius had 
laid '^down contained nothing, judged from his own point of 

* For, according to Funapius (see above), he is said to have caused 
th;e p^an philosopher, Sopatros, to be executed on a similar charge. 

t Whether this had reference to the political influence of Athanasius, 
or to the magical arts ascribed to him, is uncertain. 

I The observation of Cemstans, in the letter written after his father's 
d^th, respecting the ^sposition of the latter towards Athanasius, and 
the vacancy of the episcopate at Alexandria, may render it rather pro- 
bable than otherwise, that it was Constantine’s i«tention to rbmove 
Athanasias only for a short season, with a view to the restoration of 
quiet. 
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view, which was at variance with his doctrines, he would take 
sSkh an oath with a clear conscience.* 

* • 

* In comparing the different accounts of these events, we perceive 
how the truth here became continually more anti mhre distorted by the 
prejudices of party hatred. Socrates, I. 38, following Sozomen and 
Theodorel, relates that Constantine asked Arius whether he abode by the 
articles of the Nicene council. Arius immediately declared himself ready 
to subscribe the Nicene creed. The emperor, surprised at this, required 
of him an f)afh, and Arius gave it; but in so doing resorted to the follow- 
ing artifice. He ‘had a conf< 4 ssion, drawn up by himself, which truly 
expressed hw convictions, concealed under his shoulders ; and in giving 
the oath, that he so believed as he had written, he sophistically under- 
stood by this, not the Nicene creed subscribed by him at the requisition 
of the •emperor, but that which he carried concealed about his person. 
This story will appear, on closer examination, to be wanting in the 
internal marks of probability. How should Constantine, who before 
this had been so easily satisfied with the confession of faith laid down 
by Arius, and liad required of him no declaration whatever respecting 
the Nicene creed, have now made on him so much higher demands ? 
How could he propose to him the question, whether be honestly followed 
the Nicene council, when Arius had given no occasion whatever for pre- 
suming any such thing}' Nothing, moreover, could at that time cer- 
tainly lie more remote from the intentions of Constantine, who at this 
very moment stood in the closest relations with those bishops that were 
decidedly opposed to the Nicene creed, than such a zeal for its articles. 
Everything w^-nt right with Am/, provided only the Nicene creed as to 
its form was not publicly attacked ; provided only it was ignored. It 
may be conceived, therefore, that Constantine might be easily satisfied 
with a confession of faith from Arius similar to that which he had 
handetkover to him on the former occasion. Besides, how insufficient 
is the voucher which Socrates gives for the truth of this story ! That 
Arius had at that time drawn up a confession of faith, and given 
his oath to it, this Socrates knew from letters of the emperor himself ; 
and this, therefore, was an undeniable fact ; but the rest he had derived 
from the most impure of all sources, from mere hearsay, — eUofj. If, 
then, we had only l/ns account of the matter, we might even then be 
enabled to infer, that the confession of faith subscribed by Arius was in 
no sense the Nicene creed, but that, merely in flattery to the reputation 
of Constantine for orthodoxy, it was converted into the Nicene creed, and 
that on this was fastened the charge of deception against the heretic. 
This conjecture respecting the true history of the matter, to which the 
analysis of Socrates' account would itself conduct us, is confirmed by 
vjonsqjlting the report of Athanasius. In his Epistola ad episcopos iEgypti 
Jt Libyse, s. 18, he says, Arius, when called upon by the emperor to 
present a confession of his faith, concealed hypocritically his godless 
way pf thinking under simple expressions borrowed from the scriptures : 

0 (aIv rae ihiocs a.grtfiilets u^aKornfAms 

Si » 0 ci {AUTOS 0 OM^oXos, 9-a tZv ypet^Zv pnfAetTOo etvk» 

And when the emperor thereupon required him to take an 
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Constantine being now perfectly conviiyjed of tiie ortl^- 
doxy of Arius, the latter was to be solemnly received bacfepo 
- the fellowship of the church at the celebraik)n of public wor- 
ship in Constantinople. It happened to be a Sabbath (Satur- 
day), on whiclw day, as well as Sunday, public worship was 
held at Constantinople (see above). Alexander, bishop of 
Constantinople, a zealous advocate of the Ilomoodsion, reso- 
lutely refused to admit him ; but the patron.^ of Arius, 
among the ecclesiastical court par^y, threatened to bring it 
about forcibly by an imperial command, on the following 'day, 
Alexander was thus thrown into great perplexity; and embar- 
rassment. He prostrated himself, iis it is related, op the 
pavement before the altar, and prayed God either to remove 
him from this life, that he might not be compelled to act con- 
trary to his conscience, or el«e to remove Arius ; which, it 
must be confessed, was not a very Christian prayer. On thee 
^ evening of this same day, Arius suddenly died,* Well might 

oath that he had nothing else in his mind, he swore that he had never 
otherwise taught or conceived. lu the same manner he speaks in the 
Epistola ad Serapionem, s. 2, with tliis difference only, that he represents 
him here as swearing that he had not really taught those doctrines of 
which the bishop Alexander had accused him. At all events, it is evi- 
dent that Athanasius brings against Arius the charge of deception and 
hypocrisy in a way altogether unjustifiable, when he proceeds on the 
Mse assumption, that Arius was obliged to understand the words of 
scripture in which he expressed his confession, precisely after tlfe same 
manner as he himself (Athanasius) understood them; and that in swear- 
ing to the doctrines therein expressed, he therefore incurred the guilt of 
hypocrisy and perjury. The fact having now been once assumed, that 
Arius, in this case, descended to trickery, and the confession of faith 
then drawn up by him liaving been lost, the Nicene creed was easily 
substituted in its place, and tlie way in which the heretic had managed 
to deceive was ever liable to receive new decorations. We might even 
be tempted to venture a step farther. The confession of faith drawn up 
the first time by Arius, agrees so perfectly with all the characters which 
Athanasius, in the passage above cited, ascribes to the second, that we 
might belieVe that there had been but this one confession of faith i and 
that either Athanasius, failing to express himself in those passages with 
chronological accuracy, had transposed the confession of faith which 
Arius presented immediately afta* his return from exile, on his first 
residence at Constantinople, to his second residence in the same city ; or 
Socrates committed an anachronism in making Ari^s present such a 
confession of faith directly on his first residence at Constantinople. 

♦ Here, too, we have an instance of the exaggeration of rumour. • Ac- 
cording to Socrates’ report, the death occurred while Arius was procted- 
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this turn of events, which no human sagacity could have fore- 
Iben, be regardedtas demonstrating the vanity of all human 
niltehinations, since all that which was to be enforced by im- 
perial power was thus frustrated at a blow. But it showed a 
sad want of Christian charity, when men’were seen triumph- 
ing over the sudden death of the supposed blasphemer, as a 
divine judgment. It argued narrow-minded presumption, 
that they should think of measuring the unsearchable ways of 
holy, all^v^se, and eternal love, according to visible appear- 
ances and by the standard of human passions and prejudices ; 
should be Hisposed to see, in this event, a declarative sentence 
from on hig4i, deciding between truth and error, a divine 
judgment on perjury and impiety, when the truth was, that 
Arius erred from honest conviction ; that he had sworn to 
nothing but what he sincerely believed ; and that he may 
possibly have haci, at least in his internal life, more of the 
• Christian temper than exhibited it«;elf in the defective exposi- 
tion of his belief. Even Athanasius was, in this instance, 
borne along with tlie prevailing current of opinion in his age ; 
yet we remark with pleasure, that when he was about to 
describe the death of Arius, as connected with this controversy, 
his Christian feelings recoiled. Thmuis, the bishop of Sera- 
pion, having made several inquiries of him respecting the 
Arian controversy, and also respecting the death o/ Arius, he 
declared that to tlie first he had cheerfully replied, but to the 
last not without a struggle ; for he feared lest it might seem 
as if he triumphed over the death of the man. And in another 
place, he introduces this account with a remark which surely 
ought to have led him to suppress it altogether :* — Death 
is the common lot of all men. We should never triumph 
over the death of any man, even though he be our enemy ; 
since no one can know but that before evening the same lot 
may be his own.” The adherents of Arius, on tlie other hand, 
sought to account for his sudden demise by a supernatural 

ing in triumph from the imperial palace. On his way to the church he 
was suddenly seized with extreme pain, accompanied with relaxation of 
the IfOwels: in discharging from them he expired. The lust-men- 
tioned fact had some foundation ; but the order of time has been altered 
to favour the miraculous aspect of the occurrence ; for, according to 
the report of Athatasius, the death of Arius took place on the evening 
of this Sabbath. 

* Ad episcopos iTgypti et Libya;, s. 1 9. 
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cause of another kind, which implicated their opponents. 
They spread it abroad that Arius had been r3ut otF by the s^- 
ceries of his enemies.* This accusation is of some importap^, 
as it shows there was no possible ground for suspecting that 
he was poisoned. * . 

With the dea1:h of Arius, this contest could not cease ; for 
the personal character of the man had little to do with it. It 
was, in truth, a contest between different doctrinal tendencies 
springing up out of the development of Christian doctrine, to 
the outbreak of which Arius had only given the first impulse ; 
and it was not until this contest itself had been decided, "that 
peace could be restored again to the church. Add to this, that 
the contest between proper Arianism and the doctrine of the 
Homoousion gradually passed over into the contest between 
the major part of the Eastern church and the minority who 
adhered firmly to the Homoousion creed. The death of Arius 
made a difference in but one respect, that, while before several* 
important men of the middle party above described had been 
deterred by their personal interest in favour of Arius, from 
distinctly condemning his peculiar doctrines, they now hesi-- 
tated no longer to renounce all manner of connection with 
him, so as to be able simply to declare — what to them seemed 
the only important thing — their opposition to the Homoousion. 
In addition to this, another event connected with consequences 
of more universal moment, soon ensued, — the death of Con- 
stantine, in 337. His son Constantins, who succeeded *him in 
the empire of the East, was inclined, even much more than 
his father had been, to intermeddle with the internal affairs 
of the church. The emperor Constantine had not, at least, 
in the theologian forgotten the emperor, — had not lost sight 
of the political interest, in his concern for matters of doctrine. 
But this easily came to be the case with Constantins. If 
Constantine had, for a moment, suffered himself to be drawn 
into too warm a participation in theological controversies, yet, 
after he was made aware of the mischievous consequences of 
such a course, he soon reverted to the principle of holding 
fast simply to the interests of peace and quiet. It was not so 
with Ccmstantius. The latter engaged in doctrinal contro- 
versies in the same way as if he were a bishop, only clothed 
with the power of an emperor. His mistake with regard to 
» Sozoto. hist, eccles. 1. 11. c. 29. 
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the limits of his princely authority — which he extended to 
ffcings lying beyond its rightful province — brought its own 
pw^ishment along with it ; for, while he imagined everything 
was directed by his. own will, he was only the servant of others, 
who knew how to govern him,* * * § and ’particularly of the 
eunuchs^ who, in their capacity of chamberlains, | possessed 
unbounded power at his court, J Now it was precisely in 
this quarter that the Anti-Nicene party acquired the 
greatest kiMuence. That very Arian presbyter, for instance, 
who stood so Mgh in the •confidence of the emperor Constan- 
tine* had handed over his will to his son Constantins, and 
thus opened ffor himself a way of access to the latter. He 
was attached to the court, and succeeded in gaining over to 
the interests of his own system of faith the first chamberlain 
Eusebius, and by his means the other eunuchs, the empress, 
and finally the emperor himself.§' Thus the doctrinal contro- 
• versies of the day became the fashionable topic of conversa- 
tion at court. Hence, it spread to the people of high rank, 
and then still lower down ; so that, as Socrates expresses it, 
a war of dialectics was carried on in every family ; or, as 
Gregory of Nyssa relates, the Homoousion came to be dis- 
cussed in the bakers’ shops, at the tables of the money- 
changers, and even in the market for old clothes. These 
effects, however, did not develop themselves in their whole 
extent, till at a somewhat later period. || 

Tha immediate consequence of the change of government 

* Athanas. hist. Arianor. ad monachos. sec. 70. M?t’ I'kiv^i^ov ff^'rr 

fieerTcs KcCl hof/,etT6i 'hoZXc^ r&tv tXxovrwv otvrov. 

t Prscpositi sacri cubiculi. • 

J Athanas, 1, C. 3s to oXov gJV/v tuvovpf^ot 

VLuvo’vetvTieu^ xat •ntuvTOC, SpvctvTecj xi/Toii, 

§ Socrat. II. 2. 

II A remarkably vivid picture of this rage for doctrinal dispute among 
all ranks of people in Constantinople, is drawn by Gregory of Nyssa, in 
his Oratio de Deitate Filii et Spiritus Sancti, T. III. f. 466 : “ Every 
corner and nook of the city is full of men who discuss incomprehensible 
subjects ; the streets, the markets, the people who sell old clothes, those 
who sit at the tables of the money-changers, those who deal in provisions. 
Ask a man, how many oboU it comes to, he gives you a specimen of 
dogmatizing on generated and ungenerated being. Inquire the price of 
bread; you are anisvered, ‘ The Father is greater than the Son, and the 
Son subordinate to the Father.* Ask if the batli is ready, and you are 
answered, * The Son of God was created from nothing.’ ” 
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vvasj that Constantine the younger, who had obtained the 
government over a part of the West, sent* back Athana^s 
once more to Alexandria, with a letter to his comm unit win 
which he declared that his lather had already entertained the 
same purpose, and* had been .prevented from executing it 
only by his death. Athanasius was received by his commu- 
nity with enthusiastic expressions of love, and entered once 
more with his wonted zeal into his former field of labour. He 
could not fail, however, to come, into frequent ccdlision with 
tiie small remaining party of tlio Adrians and *the Meletians. 
The enemies of Athanasius, who, at the synod of Tyre, had 
pronounced upon iiim the sentence of deposition, •and who still 
refused to acknowledge him as a regular bishop, strove to 
kindle the fires of dii^cord into a fiercer tiame. Th^y had given 
to the Arian party, as their bishop, a presbyter nametl Fistus, 
who never succeeded, however, in establishing his own autho- 
rit}^ They afterwards accused Athanasius of* resorting to 
violence at his restoration — of procuring executions and the 
infliciion of civil penalties, and of employing for this purpose 
the provincial magistrates as his instruments. But the friends 
of Athanasius * were enabled to show that what was imputed 
to him had been done by the provincial magistrates independ- 
ently of Athanasius, while he was still on his journey, and 
Avithout any connection whatever with tlie doetriiial controver- 
sies ; and, beyond question, the passion and rancour of a portion 
of his antagonists prepared them to believe anything. .IMean- 
time the last-mentioned party, assured of their power over the 
emperor Constantins, took advantage of a festival at the dedi- 
cation of a church recently erected by him at Antioch, to open 
>there, in the year 341, a new ecclesiastical assembly. Here 
the sentence of deposition, previously passed upon Athanasius, 
was confirmed, partly under the pretext that lie had allowed 
himself, after having been removed by a spiritual tribunal, to 
be restored to his place, without any new ecclesiastical inquiiy, 
and barely by the secular i)ower f — although Athanasius had 
not recoguiz^ that former council as a regular spiritual tri- 
bunal; and although his opponents did not scruple, in ‘Other 
matters, to carry out many of tlieir measures by the hand of 
regular power, and in part by Imnging up several new charges 

See the Alexandrian synodal letter, apolog. contra Arian. s, 3. 
f To this the twelfth canon of this council refers. 
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l^aiiist him. As it was known how confidently Athanasius 
iiSght rely on havitig the countenance of the Western church, 
in wich the doctrine of the Homoousion predominated ; bow 
much sympathy he ‘met with during his first residence there, 
inasmuch as the power of Constantius did not extend into the 
West, it must have been feared that what was undertaken to be 
done against Athanasius would occasion a breach between the 
two churciies of the East and of the West. This it was 
desired, if fiossible, to avoid: Delegates therefore were sent 
to tlte Western ‘emperor Constans, and to the bishop Julius, of 
Rome, Tliese delegates set forth the charges which had been 
laid against Athanasius, and sought to gain the assent of the 
Roman bishop, and, through him, of the more important 
bishops of tlie West ; but Athanasius also sent some presby- 
ters of his own clergy to Rome to defend him against tliese 
charges. They succeeded in refuting the accusations ; and the 
deputies of the otlier party, in their embarrassment, let fall cer- 
tain expressions which the Roman bishop * could, at least, 
so interpret as if they had appealed to the decision of a new 
and larger synod, lie at once accepted this appeal, for very 
welcome to him was such an opportunity of establishing his 
own supreme judicial authority. He invited both parties, by 
their delegates, to present their cause before a synod to he 
assembled under his own presidency ; but it had never entered 
the thoughts of the dominant party among the Orientals to 
coiicedfe to him any such supreme judicial authority. They 
looked upon it as a very strange ati’air, that he should so have 
misunderstood them. As their predecessors had not obtruded 
themselves, in the Novatian disputes, as judges over the 
Western church, so neither did it become him to obtrude him- 
self as a judge in these controversies of the Eastern church : 
he was not to suppose that, because he presided as bishop over 
a larger city, that he w'as on tliat account of any more conse- 
quence than other bisliops.| 

* ‘We have in this case, to be sure, only the report of one party ; viz. 
the Roman-Athanasian. 

t To this ohj^tion the Roman bishop, Julius, gave a very ndroit and 
keen reply, which doubtless must have been felt by many of these 
bishops, whose unclericai ambition interested them so -much in the busi- 
ness of exchanging Their bishoprics in small towns for those in the prin- 
cipal cities and capitals ; as, for example, Eusebius of Nicofnedia, who 
contrived to get his bishopric of Berytus in Phcenicia exchanged for 
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Meanwhile, as the above-mentioned Pistus found it impc^ 
sible to acquire any authority at AlexandriS,, having been 
haps from the first jostled along to that office by the intrigues 
of. a few, the bishops who were now ass'embled at Antioch 
named as bishop of Alexandria, in place of Athanasius, a cer- 
tain Cappadocian of a violent and headstrong temper, by the 
name of Gregorius. In the name of the emperor, he was in- 
stalleel as bishop of Alexandria by an armed force ; and those 
who refused to acknowledge him* were treated as rebels against 
the imperial authority. The great&t part of the .community 
being strongly attached to Athanasius, whom they regarded 
as their spiritual father, while the civil and military authori- 
ties, who made no distinction between tiiis business and any 
other which they were called upon to perform in the name of 
the emperor, proceeded to enforce obedience to the bishop who 
had been thrust upon the people, various acts of insurrection- 
ary violence would naturally be the result. The places wffiich^ 
had been consecrated to the service of the God of peace were * 
profaned by the rudest passions. Amid these scenes of dis- 
order, the persecuted Atlianasius had still time to escape. He 
repaired, at first, to a place of concealment in the neighbour- 
hood of Alexandria. From this spot, he issued a circular let- 
ter to all the bishops, in which he described in sfrong colours 
the illegality and injustice of all the proceedings against him. 
Next, in compliance with an invitation of the bishop Julius, 
he repaired to Rome. There, by a synod convened nfear the 
close of the year 342, he was recognized as a regular bishop, 
having resided for the space of a year and a half in Rome ; 
and no delegates from the part of the Orientals, who did not 
acknowledge the tribunal erected by the Roman bishop, hav- 
ing appeared to prove the charges laid against him. The 

that of Nicomedia, once the imperial seat of the East Roman empire, 
and then this bishopric for that of Constantinople. “ If you really con- 
‘ sider,” he writes to them, s. 6, “ the dignity of the bishops to be equal ; 
and if, as you write, you do not estimate bishops by the greatness of the 
cities where they preside, then he to whom a small town has be^n en- 
trusted should remain in the place to which he was . appointed, and 
neither despise the flock committed to his care, nor ^ss over tq those 
which have not been entrusted to him ; thus despising the honour which 
God con%s on him (I suppose that in this placetthe word h%fis must 
have fallA out after and betraying a thirst for the vain honour 

that comes from man.” 
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S oman bishop announced to them this decision in a letter, 
(jjiich was written jwith the feeling of superiority that springs 
fr&m the consciousness of right in opposition to illegal, arbi- 
trary will. 

All the opponents of Athanasius being looked upon by 
the Western church as Arians, they were noV solicitous to 
vindicate themselves from this reproach ; and many of them, 
without doubt, as plainly appears indeed from their own avowal, 
were in nd uiise devoted to the strictly Arian doctrines ; though, 
at the same time, they weoe not in favour of the Nicene creed. 
The ‘hierarbliical spirit was expressed in a very remarkable 
manner, in th« introduction to the first confession drawn up 
at Antioch, where the bishops allege the following as a reason 
why they could not be called Arians : How possibly could 

we, who are bishops, follow the leading of a presbyter ? ” * 
Verj justly, however, could the majority of them say, that 
^rom Arius they had received no new doctrines of faith ; but 
rather, after a previous examination of his faitii, had admitted 
him to church fellowship. At assemblies convened at Antioch 
in the years 341 and 345, five creeds were^ drawn up, one after 
the other. It was agreed to condemn the peculiar Arian 
formulas, whereby the Son of God was placed in the class of 
created bein^, and whereby a beginning of existence was as- 
cribed to him ; and to assert, in the strongest terms, a simi' 
laritij of essence between the Son and the Father. There 
still rejnained but two points of difference betwixt the doc- 
trines here expressed by the Eastern bishops and the doc- 
trines of the Nicene council, understood according to their 
logical connection ; — the recognition of the unity of essence, 
or identity of essence, in contradistinction to resemblance of 
essence, against which latter conception Athanasius remarked, 
with great logical acuteness, that it was not applicable to the 
relation to God at all, but applied only to the relation of 
temporal and earthly things to each other— and the doctrine 
of a generation of the Logos having its ground in the divine 
essence, not conditioned on any single act of the divine will, 
but rather preceding all individual acts of the divine will.f 

* Xlus WtffiCQ^ot ovns 

f According to the Athauasian system, the following dilemma neces- 
sarily presents itself: either the Logos is placed on an equality with ther 
creatures produced by a particular fiat of the divine will out nothing, 
or h^is acknowledged to be one with the divine essence, his generation 
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The Western bishops did not proceed to discuss and compai;.*' 
these confessions of faith, but simply stoodefast by the cour^il 
of Nice. Indeed, they were inclined to consider all the oj>po- 
nents of Athanasius in the East as Arians, and to suspect an 
Arian element in all their confessions of faith. The difference 
of languages, moreover, stood in the way of their coming to 
any mutual understanding: the Greek language not being, at 
the present* time, so generally understood among the people of 
the West as it had been in former days. » 

Through the influence of thelvoman church*, the two empe- 
rors, Constantins and Constans, were induced to uni!e in calling 
a general council to meet at the city of Sardica in Illyria, in 
the year 347, for the purpose of deciding these disputed ques- 
tions, and of healing the breach which now existed between 
the Eastern and tlie Western churches. Of the Orientals, 
comparatively but a few attended ; partly, because they took no 
special interest in the disputes ; partly, because they had ncf 
desire of joining in common deliberation with clergy of the 
West ; and in part because the distance was inconvenient 
for them. There were present but seventy-six of the Eastern, 
and more than three hundred of the Western bishops. Where 
party interests were so opposite, and the excitement of feelings 
was so great On both sides, it was impossible to effect an union : 
the meeting served rather to make the breach still more marked 
and decided thaii it was before. The bishops of the West 
having demanded that Athanasius and his friends should be 
allowed to attend the assembly as regular bishops, and those 
of the East having refused to grant this, a total rupture took 
place bet^veen the two parties. The Western bishops continued 
to hold their session at Sardica ; the Orientals drew off to 
Philippopolis in Thrace. The latter there renewed their 
sentence of deposition against Athanasius and his friends, and 

ptOceediDg from the essence of God, nnd being as inseparable from it as 
hjs holiness, wisdom, etc. All that God wills and decrees, he wills and 
dfjcrees in the Logos as such. This distinction Athanasius considered 
necessary, not for the popular exposition of doctrine, but for the systematic 
exhibition of But to the major portion of the Eastern church-teachers 
these propositions appeared offensive ; for, from misconception and want 
of the gift for speculative apprehension, they were led to suppose that 
God was thereby subjected to constraint or nat»ral necessity. In 
the at Antioch, those therefore were expressly con- 
demned who taught : *'Oti ov fioXr,ru lyivvfiiri t/lsv q 
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^tended it also to the Roman bishop Julius ; and again com- 
^sed a new symbt^l of faith.* 

The council of Sardica, on the other hand, confirmed the 
decisions which had been already made by the Roman synod. 
A few among the assembled bishops had,* moreover, proposed 
a new confession of faith in opposition to Ariantsm,f extending 
not solely to the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, but also to the 
doctrine of ‘his becoming man, and to the relation of the divine 
and human matures in Christ to each other But by the wisdom 
of such men as- Athanasius, who did not wish to furnish occa- 
sion for ne\t^ controversies, but otdy to hold fast the essential 
thing in the d(»ctriiie of Christ’s divinity, just as it had been ex- 
pressed in the IS'icene creed, it was so managed that this confes- 
sion was rejected, and it was declared that the custom of the 
Arians to multiply and alter confessions of faith should not be 
followed.^ Tlie only consequence, for the present, which 
•esulted from this issue of the council of Sardica was, that the 
bond of fellowship betw'een tlie tw o churches was completely 
severecT ; but subsequently the council sent delegates for the 
purpose of recommending to ilie emperor Coustantius the cause 
of the exiled bisliops of the East. Meanw hile, the Western 


According*to the report of S(»crates, they expressed therein the doc- 
trine of the a/o/Aotoi ohfflccvy therefore the proper Arianism. In this 
case, we must suppose, tliat not the Semi-Arians, as in the ecclesiastical 
assemblies at Antioch, but the proper Arians, here had the preponder- 
ance ; at*d that it was not the endeavour here, as it had been there, to 
lessen the doctrinal differences between the churches of the East and of 
the West, but rather to expfoss tlieiu in tlie most marked manner. The 
fact, however, appears otherwise according to the report *of Sozomeu 
(3, 11), who, notwithstanding it was his usual practice to follow So- 
crates, yet in the present case appeals to tlie synodal letter appended to 
the confession of faith. By his account this latter seems to have borne 
a considerable resemblance to the Antiochian symbol, and to have sprung 
out of the same doctrinal interests : for the Ilomooiision is not mentioned ; 
the anathema is pronounced on those who supposed three gods, or iden- 
tified Father, Sou, and Holy Spirit; and also on those who taught that 
there had been a time when the Son of God did not yet exist. Here then, 
also, we find nothing, it is true, which the proper Arians might not have 
subscribed ; and perhaps it may have been, that the proper Arian party 
had in the present case possessed greater influence than they did in thl* 
drawing up of the several Antiochian creeds. 

f This may be foind in Theodoret. I. 8. 

X Atbanasii tomus ad Antiochen. sec. .5. "iva /Jtjj loh 
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emperor Constans endeavoured to conciliate his brother to iiy 
parfy of Athanasius. The Oriental court* party ruined tlmr 
own cause by exposing the mean intrigues of some of J;beir 
leaders, of whom Constantius himself began to be ashamed ; 
and the ferments among the ever- turbulent people of Alexan- 
dria, who wer^ longing after th(‘ir beloved Athanasius, and 
who had become still more irritated by the atrocious acts of 
Gregory ; these ferments which finalh", in 349, led to the assassi- 
nation of Gregory, doubtless aro.used the political* anxieties of 
the emperor. All these things co-operated to prepare the way 
for a change in the Eastern church.* Constantids ^^Tole to 

t 

* Socrates, Sozorneii, and Philostorgius represent the matter as if the 
emperor Constans had procured the recall of Athanasius, by threatening 
to bring about his restoration to Alexandria by force of arms. Unques- 
tionably this account is confirmed by certain indications belonging to the 
time of the council of Sardica, which presuppose such a connection of 
events. Lucifer of Calaris (Cagliari) says, in his 1, I. pro Athanasio^ 
c. 35, that if Athanasius were really a heretic, it would be no sufficient 
excuse for Constantius, that he had been moved to recall him through the 
fear of being involved in a war with his brother Constans. Again, Atha- 
nasius was, at an early period, accused by bis enemies of attemptin^j to 
create enmity between the emperor Constans and his brother Constantius, 
Apolog. ,ad Constant, s. 3. Theodoret, it is true, mentions also the threats 
of Constans against his brother, but attributes the change of feeling in 
that emperor towards the Athanasian party to the fact that Constantins 
discovered the base intrigues of the worthless Arian bishop, Stephanas 
of Antioch, against Euphrates, bishop of Cologne. Athanasius, in his 
hist. Arianor. ad raonachos, s. 20, 21, simply remarks, that Constans 
had given to the two bishops who had been sent from the council of 
Sardica to Constantius a letter of recommendation ; but he looks upon 
it as a consequence of that discovery made at Antioch, that Constantius 
was brought Ho his senses. Hence he, in the first place, forbade the per- 
secutions going on against the Athanasians at Alexandria; and then, 
ten months later, after the assassination of Gregory at Alexandria, re- 
called Athanasius to that city. Still, however, the silence of Athanasius 
would prove nothing against the truth of the above-mentioned account ; 
jfor he would naturally be unwilling to acknowledge a fact which might 
have served as a confirmation of the suspicion set afloat against himself, 
that he fomented enmity t)etwecn the two brothers. It is true, Constan- 
tius himself seems to testify, in his first letter to Athanasius, that he had 
resolved on recalling him at his own motion ; and he says, indeed, that 
it was his intention to write to Constans, with a view to obtain Ms con- 
sent to the proposed recall. But it is plain of itself, that this public 
declaration of a supreme magistrate meant but little ; and since, at all 
events, even according to the report of Athanasius, it»is not to be denied, 
that Constans bad backed the demand of the council for the recall of 
Athanasius, with his letter of recommendation, the application of Con- 
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^thanasius, who perhaps could not be so easily induc€;d to 
pace confidence ki the emperor’s promises, three letters, in 
whjf In he invited him to return back to his bishopric ; and in 
349 Athanasius actually returned, and was received by his 
flock with great demonstrations of joy. But in the same year 
in wiiich A thanasius came back to Alexandria a political change 
occurred wdiich was unfavourable to him. He lost his patron, the 
emperor Constans, who was assassinated by the ustirper Mag- 
nentius. •Now, inasmuch as it was only a combination of 
circufnstances that had co-operated to produce a momentary 
change, without much foundation for it, in the disposition of 
Constantins towards Athanadus ; as the flatterers of the Arian 
court-party, favoured hy the eunuchs and chamberlains of the 
palace, ever found it more easy to gain the emperor’s ear than 
Atlianasius, whose obstinacy made him an object of suspicion 
— it followed, as a matter of course, that the attacks upon him 
•were soon renewed. Ecclesiastical and political charges were 
laid against him at once. It was asserted that, for the purpose 
of deposing bishops who had been accused of some anti-Nicene 
doctrine, he had stretched his ecclesiastical power beyond all 
lawful bounds ; that he had held divine service on the Easter 
festival in a large church at Alexaudriaf before its consecration 
had been flushed by the emperor’s command ; and, especially, 
that he had intermeddled with political affairs, in which he had 

stanthis to his brother for the recall of Athanasius, could be nothing 
more tlftn a mere formal proceeding. Besides, Constantius, although 
compelled to take this step, would naturally he unwilling to have it 
appear that he acted by compulsion. Constantins himself declared, 
in a document addressed to the Alexandrians after the assassination of 
Constans, that he had recalled Athanasius to Alexandria out of respect 
to his deceased brother. Hist. Arian, ud monachos, s. 50. But it is not 
probable that Constans was actually on the point of engaging in a war 
for this purpose, or that Constantius should have felt so much apprehen- 
sion from a mere threat of his unwarlike brother ; unless we are willing^ 
to suppose that the former had to fear the landing of troops by his bro- 
ther in Alexandria, on account of the exasperated state of feeling which 
then existed among the people. But it is easy to see, also, that the ene- 
mies of Athanasius would take pains to spread the rumour that he had 
persuaded. Constans to threaten war against his brother; and that others 
would repeat it after them, for the purpose of giving a more brilliant 
colouring to the zeal of Constans for pure doctrine. The most probable 
supposition of all is,|jthat different causes were here combined together. 

* Ammianus Marcellinus says, hist. 1. XV. c. 7. Constantio semper 
festus. f See above. 
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no concern, and endeavoured to involve the emperor in a quay 
rel with Ids brother Constans.* Various pfecaurionary steps, 
howev er, were taken before they ventured to attack dire^.tly 
this important man himself. The first arttack was directed 
against two church bleachers, Marcellus, bishop of Aricyra in 
Galatia, and Photinus, bishop of Sirmium in Lower Pannonia ; 
of wliom the former had, from the beginning, been .intimately 
connected NVith the Athanasian party. It was easy to fix sus- 
picion on the latter, on account of Ids intimacy wltlf the first, 
and thus accuse them both as false tdachers. 

Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, had from the first 
been one of the most zealous defenders of thd Nicene Ho- 
moousion. Being a decided opponent to the theology of 
Origen’s school, he M ould of course oppose also that system 
of the Triad derived particularly from the Origenistic scheme 
of faith which prevailed in ihe Eastern church. All subordi- 
nation, wldch was opposed to the Homoousion, appeared to* 
him to be Ariatdsrn ; and he traced the whole of this. to the 
confusion of Platonic, Hermetic, and Gnostic ideas with 
Christianity. He declared Origen to be the author of 
this cotifiisioii. But Marcellus, by pushing to the extreme his 
opposition to Arianism, in a work against the rhetorician As- 
teriua, became suspected himself, as usually happens where 
opposition is carried to excess, of the contrary error, and of 
denying as a Monarchian — which he came very near doing — 
the personal distinctions in the Triad. While the Arians 
distinguished the Logos dwelling in God from the Logos so 
called in an improper sense, he maintained, on tlje other hand, 
that this very name Logos was the only one which belonged 
to Chiist according to his divine essence. This Logos was to 
be conceived, either as remaining quiescent, and hidden within 
Ihe divine essence, as the thinking reason of God, or as that 
Reason proceeding forth into manifestation by means of out- 
ward acts, I as in the creation g<"iierally, so in the different 
revelations; particularly and pre-eminently in the highest of 
all revelations by the Redeemer, when tiie Logos by virtue of 

* Even Amm. Marcel] inus was aware that political charges chiefly 
were brought against Athanasius. Athanasiurn ultra professionem altius 
SC offereutem sciscitarique conatum externa. • 

t The and the Wisym ivt^yuK resembling the earlier 

distinction between a Tioyas ivhMros and 
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.a certain evepyila EpafrriKrf, assumed a human body as a minis- 
terial organ in accomplishing the redemption of manliind. 
While the Arians asserted, that the titles applied to the 
liOgos, — such as tl]e npujroroKoc rrji' Krtaetog, the Son of God, 
the image of God, — signified a relarior? of dependence and 
a beginning of existence; Marcellus admitted»they were right 
in this last particular, but denied the consequence which they 
believed themselves warranted to draw from this, premise in 
reference t# the essence of* the Logos himself. All these pre- 
dicates he would refer, not to the Logos per se, — respecting 
whom, coftsidered alone, the evangelist John predicates only 
the beifjg iik and with God, — but to the particular active 
efficiency by which the Logos proceeded forth from God, 
commiinicated himself outvvaidly, and in a special manner to 
his radiation in human nature.* Christ had called himself 
distinctively the Son of man, in order to show' thereby that he 
I transferred to himself the name Sou of God only in reference 
to the men who, through his irradiatioii in human nature, were 
to be 'made sons of God."]" 

Marcellus at first had stood in high authority with the ad- 
herents of the Isicene cotmcil, at which he had zealously con- 
tended in behalf of the llomootision. The Arians and Semi- 
Arians, on#the other hand, eagerly took advantage of the 
weak spots which ids exhildiioii of the Triad exposed to them, 
for the purpose of accusing him of Sabellianisni. At an as- 
sembly held by this party at Constantinople in 336, the sen- 
tence of deposition was pronounced against him. The busi- 
ness of refuting him was entrusted to Eusebius of Caesarea, 
who, a'< an Origenist, would be a decitled opponent of Marcel- 
lus, Hence arose tlm two works of Eusebius against hiin,{ 
which, containing important ftagments from the writings of 
Marcellus, have become the principal sources of our iuforma-, 
tion respecting his doctrines. He foutid, however, as did also 
his friends, an affect ion a tt- reception in the Western church: 
the Roman bishop Julius was satLfied with the confession of 

The ylvvaffis TQv Xoysv has reference only to the 

He was the first who referred the passage iii Coloss. i. 13, 
to Jesus, considered as man. 

■f' fvot 5/^ ms 'TOiO.vTfjf ofAa'> oytacf tov J/as ms ^pos etSm* 

xetwnas vlov Ssay qi^vs^^a/ ^a^aa-Ktuiicrt}. Euseb. de ccclesiastica Theol, 1. 
I.'C. p. 87. ed. Colon. 

X C. Marcellum and de ccclesiastica theolos. 

E 2 
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faith which he presented to him. He probably, as Athana^ 
sius' was, in consequence of the decisions^of the council of 
B§rdica, restored to his bishopric. 

It was assuredly altogether contrary tq his knowledge or 
his’will, that Marcellus had approached to the Sabellian or 
Samosatenian Mieory, in pushing to the utmost length Ins 
fe^vourite doctrine of the Homoousion ; but his discijde Pho- 
tinus who had received from him the first im- 

pulse in his own theological career, did not shrink frosn plainly 
expressing the Samosatenian or Sabellian dotdrine of the 
Trinity. Thus, from this quarter, an unfavourable light ‘was 
reflected on the source whence his doctrines had sprung, the 
system of Marcellus himself, — a circumstance of which his 
opponents were not slow to avail themselves. 

The renewed attack upon these two men at the synod of 
Sirmium, in 351, where botli were deposed from their places, 
was the first thing to sejJ the union of the Auti-Athanasian c 
party, ^ and to show their power. 

In the next place, as there was reason to fear the urfion of 
the Western church with Atliaiiasius, atlvantage was taken of 
the residence of Constantins in the West, occasioned by the 
war with Magnentius, to prevail upon the Occidentals, by 
deceitful representations, and by exciting their dears of the 
despotic power of Constantins, to whom the Western empire 
was now subjected, to join with the East in the condemnation 
of Athanasius. The court-party pretended that the {yesent 
question did not relate at all to any interest of doctrine, but 
only to the person of Athanasius. By this statement of the 
case, many bishops, who had not reHected much upon the 
matter, might suffer themselves to be persuaded that they 

f ^uld yield what was required witliout compromising their 
ihodoxy ; that they needed not to sacrifice the quiet of their 
to an individual man, who perhaps might in many 
respects be guilty, whom, at any rate, they could not protect 
by their single and feeble voices. To the emperor the matter 
might be so represented, that the bishops who refused to ac- 
quiesce in the condemnation would appear to have acted, in 
an affair liaving no connection whatever with the system of 
faith, in disobedience to the imperial commands ; to have shown 

♦ Here was drawn up the first Sirmian creed, as it was called,— ana- , 
logous to the fourth Antiochian, 
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t disposition, in spite of the emperor, to defend his declared 
lemy ; hence, t(% be deserving of punishment as refractory 
and disobedient subjects. Thus was it contrived, at the churdi 
ass&iblies held in Arles and in Milan, to attain by force or by 
fraud a great number of signatures. Sofne did not, in truth, 
really know what was recjuired of them ; l^ie others were 
bribed by princely favour ; and others were unmanned by 
their fears*, and excused themselves to their consciences by 
the plea «f ignorance. 

At such a time, when oil that is most sacred was given up 
and*abandbned to tiie arbitrary will of despotism, it is the 
more gratifying to observe a few, who, raised by the power of 
faith above all that human power could offer or threaten, con- 
stantly opposed themselves to that arbitrary will ; who, doubt- 
less with clear and calm discernment, saw through the arts 
of the court-party, which assuredly were aimed, not barely 
•against the person, but also against the doctrines of Athana- 
sius ; and were prepared to devote and to sacrifice everything 
they Had in the defence of truth, of innocence, and of the free- 
dom of a church threatened witli the most humiliating slavery. 
It M as not the state, it was only the church, which, in these 
times of despotism and servility^, had such men to show — men 
inspired with the genuine spirit of freedom, and who never 
consented to do homage to mere power. 

Among these men may be named, particularly, Eusebius, 
bishoji of Vercelli, distinguished for the zeal with which he 
administered his pastoral office ; also Lucifer of Cagliari, and 
Hilary of Poictiers. The latter, who was distinguished 
among the doctrinal writers of the Western church for a pro- 
foundness of intellect arid a freedom of spirit peculiarly his 
own, had for many years lived quietly and undisturbed in 
administration of his episcopal office, to which he had coine 
about the year 350, without concerning himself about the dB6^ 
trinal controversies of the East, until the arrival of the em- 
peror in the West, in 355, introduced disquiet also into the 
Gallic church. Now, for the first time, he heard of the Ni- 
cene creed, and found in it the doctrine of the unity of essence 
in the Father and Son, which he had before this ascertained 
to be the true doctrine from the study of the New Testament, 
and fiad received into his Christian experience, without being 
aware tliat the faith which he bore in his heart had bee n laid 
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down in the forna of a creed,* He now held it to be his dutj^ 
to ^crilice all else to the confession of the truth. “ I might/^ 
*;|^s he, ‘‘ have enjoyed all earthly advantages to overflowing, 
might have boasted of familiar intercourse with the emperor, 
and, like others abusing the episcopal name, have exercised a 
dominion in the church intolera1)le to the community and to 
individuals, had I only been disposed to falsify the gospel 
truth, to ^ield my guilty conscience under the ‘pretext of 
ignorance, and to excuse a bribed judgment with the*p]ea that 
it was forced by the judgment of another.” f He presented a 
memorial to the emperor^J in which, with the fraiikness" be- 
coming a Christian and a bishop, yet without overstepping the 
limits of a just respect, he told him many truths wortliy of 
grave .reflection, such, doubtless, as in any other way could not 
have easily come to his ears. He assured him that sedition ex- 
isted nowhere, as the court-party pretended, in order to excite 
his alarm ; § the Arians were the only ones who disturbed thet 
public peace ; there was no other means of healing the evils 
of the distracted church but by putting an end to constraint 
in spiritual things, and leaving each one at liberty to livh 
entirely according to the convictions of his own conscience. 
It was his earnest prayer, he said, that the emperor would 
graciously be pleased to allow the churches to ajttend on the 
preaching of those whom they preferred, whom they them- 
selves had chosen ; to receive from such the sacraments, to 
pray with such for the emperor’s welfare and salvation. , But, 
ihr different from Hilary, Lucifer of Cagliari, a man of 
stormy vehemence and fanatical zeal, did not understami how 
to unite to Christian frankness and love of truth that respect 
for the existing order of the state, and that fulfllment of the 
duties of the citizen, which Christianity prescribes, and the 
^luine spirit of Christianity superinduces. True, he spoke 
liM beautiful and high-minded strain against the unreasonable 
expectations of the emperor, that the bisliops should, at his 
command, condemn unheard, an absent, and, in their opinion, 

♦ He says of himself, lib. de Synodis, s. 1 9 : Regeneratns pridem, et 
in episcopatu aliquantisper manens, fidera Nicfcnam nuiiquam nisi 
eXalaturus andivi ; sed rnihi homoush et homceusii intelligentiam evan- 
geiia et apostoli intimaverunt. ^ 

t Opus historicum fragment. 1. s. 3. I Lib I. ad Constatitlum. 

§ Nttlla snspicio est sediiionis. 
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t n innocent man ; and nobly he calls on the emperor to 
cknowled^e Athanasius as his Christian brother, and as 
such to forgive him, even though he supposed him guilty of 
perlonal oftences against himself. On this occasion, too, he 
said many fine things about the universal Ciiristian brother- 
hood, which should embrace all without distinction of earthly 
*rank. “ Are you ashamed,” says he to the emperor, “ to call 
Athanasius your brother ? If you profess to belong to Christ, 
you are bound to call all Christians your brethren, not only 
Athanasius, but even those whom you see begging an alms of 
you*; for all, all I mean who belong to the church of the 
Lord, are one, since with the Lord there is no respect of per- 
sons.” But with all this, it must be allowed, his intemperate 
passion blinded him to his obligations of respect to the em- 
peror. He called him an Antichri-t, a servant of Satan, and 
addressed him in a tone which might well be regarded as 
•exciting to sedition, and as tending to confirm the accusations 
of the Arian court-party. Besides this, Lucifer contended for 
the independence and freedom of the church, not in the spirit 
of the gospel, which keeps spiritual and worldly things wholly 
separate from each other, but from another, unevangelical 
point of view ; for, mixing together spiritual and secular 
things in another sense, confounding the theocratic forms of 
the Old and the New Testaments, he required that the secular 
power should be outwardly subordinated to the spiritual, that 
the clyircli should possess the outward sovereignty, and conse- 
quently was in favour of setting up a priestly despotism in 
opposition to that of the emperor.f Finally, the emperor 

* Pro Athanasio, 1. IL c. 29. Si Christian um te profiferis, debes 
omnes Christianos fratres dicere, et quidem non solum Athanasium, sed 
et eos quos videris stipem petentes. Oisines elenim in ecclesia DomilJli 
coDStituti unuin sumus apud quein nOn sit acceptatio persouarum. 

f When, fop example, he says to the emperor (pro Athanasio, 1. b A 
vii.) : “ So far was he from having any right to rule over the bishops, 
that he was rather, according to the laws of God. guilty of a crime 
vrorthy of death, if in the spirit of pride he refused to obey their deci- 
aons.” Ut si subvertere eorura decreta tentaveris, si fueris in superbia 
comprjehensus. morte mori jussus sis. Quomodo dicere poteris. judicare 
te posse (le episcopis, quibus nisi obedieris, jam quantum apud Deum, 
mortis poena fueris mulctatus. Hence, too, in hts writings, he quotes 
from the Old Testament, whence he derived his ideas respecting the church 
theocracy, more ofwnthanhe did from the New. We perceive already in 
Lucifer a spirit of altogether the same cast with that of Hildebrand. 
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once more used his power to destroy two bishops who stoo^' 
in fiigh authority, — the one on account of t*he seat of his epis- 
copacy, the otlier on account of his venerable age, being more 
than a hundred years old, — both of whom, he had more cause 
for* sparing than others, the bishops Liberius of Rome, and 
Hosius of Cordhva. Liberius had orally declared, in opposi- 
tion to the emperor’s delegates, to his dogmatizing chamber- 
lains, and to the emperor himself, that nothing should move 
him to condemn an innocent ntan, and subject ^lomtlairs of 
tlie ilharch to the judicial decisionsmf the emperor. So also 
Hodus, ill a spirited memorial to the emperor, Vherein he 
represented to Jam that he ruled (iver his equals, and had one 
e^d the. same judge with them in heaven. Both, we must 
admit, acted on the narrow and unevangelical principle, that, 
as the emperor ruled independently in the secular province, 
sa the bishops ought to rule independently in the spiritual. 
Liberius was banished to Bersea in Thrace, Hosius to Sirmium.* 
Thus all who refused to obey were banished to different 
places, for the most part in the East ; and many of theih were 
very harshly treated. 

When the victory was supposed to be already secured over 
the Western church, the next step was to attack Athanasius 
himself, the preeminent object of Jiatred to the epkcopal court- 
party and to Constantins. But Constant ius, purposely, with- 
out dpubt, sought to lull Athanasius into security, partly that 
he might have him more certainly in his power, and ^partly 
in order to guard against disturbances among the people of 
Alexandria. When Athanasius first heard of the plots of 
his opponents, the emperor, in a brief letter, promised him 
perfect safety, and bade him not be alarmed, and not to allow 
himself to be disturbed in tlie (jiiiet administration of his office. 
When, therefore, the summons requiring him to leave the 
cbiirch was first sent to him by men who professed to have 
Ml powers from the emperor, he declared, that, as he had 
b^n directed by an imperial writ to remain at Alexandria, 
he lield himself neither bound nor authorized to abandon the 
church entrusted to him by the Lord, except by a written order 
coming from the emperor himself, or at least in his name. He 
quietly proceeded, therefore, to discharge his episcopal duties 
in the same manner as before; but, while^engaged in the 
church during the night of the 9th of February, a.d. 656, 
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%anidst a portion of his flock, who vvere preparing by prayer 
and song for the pdblic worship, which, according to the Alex- 
andi;jan usage, was to be celebrated on Friday morning, the 
Dux Syriamis burst suddenly into the church, with a troop 
of armed men, regardless of all reverence* for sacred things. 
Athanasius, amidst the din and tumult of the brutal soldiery, 
perfectly retained his presence of mind : he endeavoured first to 
preserve {)eace among the assembled members of his eliurch, and 
to provid€* f(^r their safety, before he thought of ids own. He 
remained cjuietly on his episcopal throne, and bade tlie diacon 
proceed in The recitation of the 136th Psalm, where the wOrds 
For Mis nieiTjy endiireth for ever,” were continually sung by 
the choir of the church. Meanwhile, however, the soldiers 
pressed forward continually nearer to the sanctuary. Monks, 
clergy, and laity, tlierefore, bade Athanasius save himself ; but 
not until the greatest part of his flock had departed, did Imj 
U lip out with tliGse that remained, and escape the hands of the 
soldiers wlio were sent to arrest hirii.^ Once more, by an 
armed force, the Alexandrian church were compelled to sub- 
mit, and receive as their bishoj) an altogether unclerical, rude, 
and passionate man, Georgius of Cappadocia. Every sort of 
atrocity was committed under the name of religion ; while 
Athanasius, tlireatened with death, and pursued as far as 
Auxuma in Ethiopia, found refuge among the Egyptian monks. 

Thus, then, the Arian party had obtained the victory 
throughout the whole Roman empire; but this victory was 
destined to wwk mischief on themselves. Tlie party wtis, in 
fact, composed originally of tw^o constituent portions : those 
whom we have designated already by the name Semi-Arians, 
who constituted tlie majority of the Oriental church, and the 
Arians properly so called, who formed by far the smaller num- 
ber. Both parties had been, till now, united by their common 
opposition to Athanasius and to the council of Nice, and the 
peculiar differences between themselves liad therefore no op- 
portunity for expression ; more especially had they whose 
views ^ were completely Arian a strong interest in attaching 
themselves to the dominant party of the Oriental church. But 
the external opposition which had held both parties together 

See Athanas. apolog. de fuga sua, s. 24, Hist.- Arian. ad monachos, 
s. 81. 
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niatism of the understanding, Eunomius was led to miscoiy 
eelve, in a remarkable manner, the nature religion generally, 
and of Christianity^in particular ; placing it in an illumination 
of the understanding^ in a theoretical knowledge of GoQ and 
divine things. Thus, in opposition to those who defended the 
doctrine of tlie incompreliensibleness of God, he said, In 
Vain did our Lord call himself the door, if no one enters 
through tljis door to the knowledge and contemphition of the 
Father: in vain did he call himself the way, if not 

made it easy for those who would dg so, to come to the Father. 
How could he be the light, if he did not enligh?len men 
But the gospel speaks of the coming to God, of the enlighten- 
ing. of the soul, in quite another sense from that in which 
Eunomius here conceives it. A fellowship of life with God, 
and an enlightening of tlie understanding which comes from 
this, — not a certain abstract and formal knowledge of divine 
things, as Eunomius supposes, is the true subject of discourse 
there. To such an extreme, in fact, did he go in the heat of 
his polemical zeal, without distinguishing at all the different 
forms of knowing^ as to charge those who denied the possi- 
bility of knowing God and the generation of the Son of God 
in the sense in which he conceived it, with denying generally 
the objective truth of every possible knowledge^f God, He 
accused them of preaching an unknown God; and, since 
without the knowledge of God there could be no Christianity^ 
he held that, accordingly, they ivcie not even to b^ called 
Christians.^ The predominant tendency in the church, 
which, beyond question, may have proved unfavourable to the 
purity of the Christian doctrines, — the tendency which as- 
signed to the liturgical element a so much higher place than 
to the didactic and the doctrinal ; which exalted the sacra- 
ments above the tvord, — Eunomius combated ; not, however, 
on purely evangelical, but on other partial principles, placing 
an over- valuation of the logical development of the doctrinal 
conception in opposition to the exclusiveness of the tendency 
above mentioned. The essence of Christianity in his opinion 

* Gregor. 1. c. 671. 

f Mr'Ss Tjjv rm x^KTTid)>oiv otxu'eas tx^iv Toh§ 

‘rm (puinv, dyvouffTov ol xa) rov^ <rm yivvriffiois 

Gregor. 1. c. XI. f. 704. 
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liid not depend on certain sacred names or cnstoins, but pii 
the accuracy of doctrines. ^ 

Gregory of Nyssa maintained, on the contrary, that Christ- 
ianity proceeded from, and liad its root in, the inner life, 
inward expericnee, the fellowship of life witli Christ ; but all 
this, we must add, depending on the mediation* of the visible 
church, of a visible priesthood, through participation of the 
sacraments within the cimrcli. We,’’ says he, have learned 
from the of our Lord, tliat whosoever has not been born 

of water and of the Spirit, •cannot enter into tiie kingdom of 
heaven ; anS that wliosoever eats the Lord’s body, and drinks 
his blood, shall*live for over, kb eii such men as in their Inner 
life are not Christians may nicely argue on the doctrines of 
the Christian frith ; as in fact we hear of those who are not 
Christians making the doctrines of Christianity a subject for 
logical disputations.” 1. c. 704. Had p]unomius and C^regory 

Nyssa carried out still further this remarkable difference of 
views, — which, liowever, in the vast compass it embraces, was 
at that time impi'acticable, — they would have been led back 
to the question whether the essence of religion consists in a 
form of knowing, or in a certain species of inward life aud 
feeling; which ditference in the mode of conceiving the 
essence of Chfistianity, according to the different peculiarities 
of men’s individual characters, accoriling as the heart or the 
understanding has predominant sway, or at least according as 
they have been conducted to religion more by the one or by 
the other of these, is a thing of very frequent occurrence. 
But when Grregory of Nyssa says it is. a peculiarity of pagan- 
ism to place religion in doctrinal knowledge, this certainly is 
altogether incorrect ; for, on the contrary, the predominant 
element in paganism was feeling — a feeling neither guided 
nor accompanied by any clear consciousness, but which con- 
founded God with nature, things divine with things natural. 
It was not until Christianity had made religion an object oi 
clear consciousness that the one-sided tendency could also 
make its appearance, which placed religion in the doyjuLdrojr 
atcpij^dq. (accuracy of doctrines). 

^ <r« ffifivoTTtrt <r«v sun kbc) fAUff'rixM 

ihornroc }i003d<r6oit ra t^'s vjtn^u'as rn Ss ‘rm %oyy,ar<»9 
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EuDomius, however, was in nowise conscious of the ney 
doctrinal tendency which would have goi^ forth from him, in 
case he had been able to gain preponderance in the church. 
It was by no means his intention to set up a new doctrinal 
system. He supposed he was teacl»ing no other doctrines than 
those contained in the old simple creeds of the Eastern church ; 
he believed that he was only clearly developing the included 
contents of the doctiine concerning the Son of God trans- 
mitted in them. Had it not been for the starting-up of the 
errors on another side, he was of opinion that- men would have 
been perfectly satisfied with those simple articles vi^in’ch already 
embraced within them all that was necessary for right know- 
ledge,* It is easy to see, too, how, from his own point of 
view, he must have so considered it, that his doctrines were 
none other than what neces'^arily resulted from the development 
of the ancient doctrines of the church, “ concerning the faith in 
one God, the Almighty Father, from whom proceeded all ei - 
istence, and the one only begotten Son of God, the God Logos, 
by whom all things were brought into existence.’* Is God the 
Almighty the alone author, himself without beginning, of all 
existence ? Accordingly, then, everything, including the Son 
of God himself, came into existence from him. A communi- 
cation from the essence of God cannot be conceived without 
transferring to the divine being the representations of sense. 
A production, a bringing forth, cannot be conceived without 
beginning and end : the generation of the Son of God, which 
it is impossible to conceive difierent from any other production, 
any other work, must have had its beginning, as it must have 
been completed, at a definite point of time.f 

The idea of an eternal generation appeared to the under- 
standing of Eunomius, \^ho could not divest himself of the 
forms of temporal and sensuous intuition, as a thing altogether 

* See Eunomii apologia Basil, opp. ed. Gamier, T. I. f. 619. 
t L. C. 650. Tletirns yiwtjtrtMg ovx l-r’ d-nl^ov i»Tii*ofjAv*)Sy cLXX* tig Tt 
x,ot.Ta}t.iiyovffns dvecyKr, »«< rawf •xra.^iihi^otfAiyovg rod vlou 

yivy»<nv -ra <ri (not 'tots, as the editions have it) moravtr^at toutov yivw- 
«r»j» d.<ravffrws He conceived the creating act 

of God after an altogether anthropopathic, te^lporal manner. God had 
instituted the Sabbath for tite purpose of showing that his creation, as it 
had an end, must also have had a beginning: ^Oh yap rj rnt 

ysititrsa/g cLkXa rn iv »5 Kuriipravfftv dpto rZv ty^m^ 

tSj? ^n/atov^yteeg. 
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Ibsurd, splf-contmdictory. This idea of an efficiency flowing 
ont of the ess^ce of God was borrowed, as he su|)|)Osfcd, bom 
the H^n philosophy ; and this idea had led the philoaophers 
also ini o the false nation of a creation without beginning. 

Again, it seemed to Eunomius to follow from the i elation 
above mentioned of the Supreme essence to all things else, that 
God, whots without beginning, is, by his essential nature, in- 
finitely exalted above all other existences, and also* above the 
Son ; and Hlifit he can be compared with nothing else. But, 
by this supposition, he imagined nothing further was deter- 
mined, as } et, respecting the essence of the Soil of God, except 
in this relation.* I'he difference of created beings among one 
another depended on the divine will, which had fixed for each 
being the specific limits of its particular existence ; and God 
had brought forth the Logos alone, the first and the most per- 
fect of created beings, and conferred on him the greatest 
Jlossible likeness to himself (but, of course, not a likeness of 
essence), divine dignity and creative power, since it was his 
will to employ him as hjs instrument in creating all other ex- 
istences. I'his is tiie ground of the immeasurable difference 
between him and all other creatures. God produced him alone 
immediately, but all other creatures indirectly through him. 
In this respect, too, Eufiomius believed he could appeal to the 
agreement of his doctrine with that of the old creed respecting 
ffie Logos. 

The Arianism which was expressed in this manner would of 
course bring out in stronger relief the opposition between the 
Arian and the 8emi-Arian parties. 

The Antiochian church, over which the Arian Eudoxius 
presided as bishop, became the gathering place for the ad- 
herents of the Arian doctrine, so distinctly expressed by Aetius 
and Eunomius. Against these, a violent opposition was ex- 
cited on the part of the Semi-Arian party ; and several of the 
bishops who stood at the head of it, — such, for example, as 
Basil, of Ancyra in Galatia- — possessed great influence with 
the emperor Constantius, to whom it was easy to represent the 
Eunomiaii doctrines as blasphemous. 

At the head of the Arian court-party stood at that time two 
men, versed in all^the intrigues of the court, who had already 
shown how well they understood the art of changing their 
principles and convictions according to circumstances, and 
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particularly according to the prevailing tone of the palace. ' 
These were Ursaciiis bishop of Singiduiium in Mossia, and 
Yalens bishop of Mursa in Pannouia. These persons, con- 
trived an artifice, by wliich for a time they hoped to conceal 
the differences between the Eiinoinian party and the ruling 
majority of tlTe Oriental church, and perhaps by degrees to 
get entirely rid of the articles of doctrine opposed to that 
party. It could be plausibly rejwesented to the emperor that 
all the controversies which for. so long a time ImcMistracted 
the church, had been occasioned by the wretched term overia ; 
it was only needful to remove this unhappy term from the 
vocabulary of the churcli, and peace would be restored ; and 
the term ovcria, about whicii tlnwe liad been so many disputes, 
did not even once occur in the sacred scriptures in that meta- 
physical sense ; tlie attempts to define wdiat belonged to the 
essence of God exceeded, in fact, the limits of the human 
faculties of know ledge and it was possible, indeed, to settli 
finally in a nianuer wdjicli all must approve everything that 
was necessary for maintaining the divine dignity of our Saviour, 
without keeping alive that unholy strife about the ovaluj pro- 
vided only that due prominence wus everywhere given to the 
resemblance between him and the Father. Such reasons, of 
course, could easily be represented in a convificing light to 
the emperor and the followers of the court. It was first at an 
assembly of the court-party, held at Sirmium in Lower Pan- 


* These two men, disciples of Arius, who thus far Imd been concerned 
in all the intrigues against Athanasius, presented, when, through the 
influence of the «‘mpeior Constans, the Athanasian party began to con- 
quer, a writing to the Roman bishop Julius, in which they declared all 
the charges brought against Athanasius to be false, testified their repent- 
ance, and pronounced the anatliema on the Arian doctrines. See 
Athanas.' apolog. c. Arian. s. 58. 

t It is quite evident, that such explanations could not proceed fVoni 
those who really had at heart the principles of the Kunomian system, or 
who had not been long since ready to sacrifice them in part to policy. 
But the latter we are not justified in supposing ; for the doctrine concern- 
ing the comprehensible nature of the aver/a was, in truth, a thing altoge- 
ther new, peculiarly Eunomian, wherein, besides, the Arians, properly 
so called, were not entirely agreed. It may be a question, moreover, 
whether this new plan of conciliation was not a continuation of the older 
one which had come from Eusebius of Caesareaf whether it ‘did hot 
perhaps spring from his disciple and successor, the bishop Acacius of 
Osarea. 
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I nonia in 357, that a symbol of faith was drawn up to. this 
purport : “ Whereas so many disturbances have arisen from 
the distinction of the unity of essence or tlie likeness of essence 
((concerning the di^erence of essence, which the Eunoinians 
maintained, a wise silence was observed)*, so from henceforth 
nothing shall be taught or preached respet^ting the essence of 
the Son oT God, because nothing is to be found on that subject 
in the hol}^ scriptures, and because it is one which surpasses 
thi ineas«r« of the human faculties.”^ The venerable Hosius, 
who had passed his hundredth year, and now lived in exile, was 
wroftght ilJ)on to subscribe this confession, and was even re- 
ported to be ite author : thus it was hoped to give it additional 
weight. Kor was any labour spared to bring over the Roman 
bishop Liberius. His earnest longing for perfect freedom, 
and wish to return to his bishopric, finally prevailed on tlie 
man who had exhibited so much firmness at first, to abjure 
(iiis own convictions. He subscribed a creed drawn up by the 
court-party at Sirmium, which perhaps W'as none other than 
that second Sirmian confession .j* In a letter to Ursacius and 

ft 

* Quod vero quosdam aut multos movebat de substantia, quce Grucce 
ohffU dicitur, id est, ut expressius intelligatur, homoousion aut quod dici- 
tur homoeu&ion, nullam omnino fieri oportere mentionem nec quenquam 
preedicare ; ea caussa et ratione, quod nec in divinis scripturis cou- 
tineatur, et quod super hominis scientiam sit, nec qiiisquam possit 
nativitatera ejus enarrare, de quo scriptum est : Generationem ejus quis 
enarrabit? Jes. LI II. 8. (According to the Alex, vers.) 

t That he subscribed a creed drawn up at Sirmium, Liberius him- 
self says in Hilarms,.fragm. vi. ex opere historico, s. 6 j but the signatures 
of the bishops to this creed, which Hilary himself notices, do not, it must 
be admitted, seem to belong to. the second Sirmian creed. Yet the con- 
clusion which some, who would fain pass a milder judgment on the con- 
duct of Liberius, have drawn from this circumstance, viz., that he only 
subscribed the first Sirmian creed, of the year 351, which proceeded 
from^ the ^mi-Arian party, and was extremely moderate (see above) 
— this is in the highest degree improbable. The then dominant court- 
party were in fact not looking after authorities to support Semi-Arian 
creeds ; but, on the contrary, their entire efforts were directed to the 
procuring of influential signatures in favour of their new conciliatory 
creed. Now, as Liberius, to judge from his way of speaking against his 
own conscience in the affair of Athanasius, and from the illiberal spirit 
which betrays itself in his letters to the Eastern bishops, Ursacius and 
Valens, was surely ready, in this state of feeling, to submit to anything, 
provided only he coiijd be released from his confinement, and be able to 
return to Rome ; it is impossible to see why the court-party should not 
have required of him what it must have been most important for them 
VOL. IV. 
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Valens, and another to the Oriental bishops^ at large, he|f 
testified his acquiescence in the condemnatj,on of Athanasius; 
and only begged most earnestly that’ they would prevail on 
the emperor «to let him speedily return to Rome. ' 

But the leaders of the Semi-Arian party saw in that Sir- 
mian creed a cunningly-contrived device to effect tlje sup- 
prassion of their peculiar doctrines, and to secure the triumph 
of the Eunomian. The attempt to unite the Contending 
parties by expunging the disputed articles, and dn^roducing 
general formulas, became,* as usually happens, -but the seed of 
new and still more violent schisms. Two of thfe most re- 
spectable bishops of the Semi-Arian party, Baeil of Ancyia 
and Georgius of Laodicea in Phrygia, published, in conjunc- 
tion with other bishops assembled in a synod at Ancyra, a.d. 
358 , along and copious document of a doctrinal and polemical 
nature, in which the doctrines of this party concerning tlie 
resemblance of essence, as well in opposition to the Nicene 
to the Eunomian articles, were fully unfolded ; at the same 
time that the church was warned against the artifices of those 
who, by expunging the term ouV/a, were seeking to suppress the 
doctrine of the resemblance of essence itself. It was here 
very clearly shown that true resemblance in all other things 
presupposed reseinblaitce of essence; and that® without this 
the notion of a Son of God, essentially difierent from created 
existences, could not be maintained. The emperor Constan- 
tins heard of these controversies. It was contrived io pre- 
judice his mind against several of the leaders of the Eunomian 
party ; so that he who possessed the inclination — no less ex- 
pensive to the state than it was injurious to the church— -of con- 
voking synods,* held it to be necessary once niore to convene 

to secure. Unless we suppose, then, that Hilary or his scribe committed 
an error in the title, but one other supposition remains, — which, beyond 
question, has much in its favour — viz., that, the third Sirmian creed is 
here meant. The only difficulty is, that it does not perfectly accord 
with the testimony of Athanasius, that Liberius spent two years in exile ; 
which statement, however, need not be considered as claiming to be 
Strictly correct in point of chronology. 

The moderate pagan, Ammianus Marcellinus, says of him, L XXI. c. 

16 , that, by the multitude of synods which he convened for the purpose 
of imposing on all his own I'eligious opinions (th%bishops travelling at 
the public expense, and in the public vehicles), he interrupted the busi- 
ness of the public conveyances, rei vehicularim succidisse nervoS ; and, in 
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a general council, at which the bishops of the East and of the 
West should assist, for the restoration of unity to the church. 
Su(;fi a reunion the leaders of the Arian court party had much 
reason to dread ; for as it was the case befyre, that the common 
opposition to the Nicene Homoousion had united togetiier the 
Arians and the Semi-Arians, so it might easily happen now 
that the cpmmon opposition to strict Arianisin would cause 
the ditfer^nce between the Semi-Arians of the East ^nd the 
Homoou^ofis of the West to retire into the background ; and, 
in that case, tfie far inferior strictly Arian party would have 
to Yield to the overwhelming majority of the Orientals and 
Occidentals Ifelonging to the two parties. The bishops Ursa- 
cius and Valens, therefore, employed every art in their power 
to prevent the assembling of such a general council from the 
two quarters of the world. As various circumstances came to 
their aid, they so far actually succeeded as to procure that 
•two councils should be assembled instead of one ; an Oriental 
council to. meet at Seleucia in Isuaria, and a Western council 
to meet at Ariminum (Rimini) in Italy. 

Next Ursacius and Valens entered into negociations with 
several bishops, of the. Semi- Arian party, for instance, Basil 
and Georgius, whom they accidentally met at the emperor’s 
court in Sirftiiuni, respecting a creed wliich was to be laid 
before the councils soon to be assembled. This took place in 
the evening before Pentecost, a.d. 358.* Just as in the case 
of political compromises, something was sacrificed, and some- 
thing was conceded on both sides, for the sake of union. To 
the Semi-Arians it was conceded that the Son of God was 
before all time and before all conceivable existence generated 
of God, — which conception was to be apprehended only in a 
spiritual marmer.f It was conceded to them that the Son 
was in ail respects like to the Father, as the scriptures taught. 
Under this “ all,” the Semi-Arians might understand the 
ovaia to be also included ; but the Euuomians, looking at the 
article from their own point of view, instead of finding in the 

accordance ^ith this, Hilary says: Cursus'ipse publicus attritus ad 
nihilum perducitur. Frag. III. ex opere historico, s. 25, 

^ ♦ Of these transactions Epiphanius speaks, hicres. 73, and moreover 
gives the date. • 

t Yet the Eunomians also might admit this, understood in their own 
way. (See above.) 

f2 
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clause ‘^according to the scriptures/' or ‘^as the scriptures 
teach,” a confirmation of that resemblance? extending to all 
respects might, on the contrary, consider themselves \\ arratUed 
so to interpret the plause, as if it contained a limitation of 
what went before, to wit, in all respects so far as the holy 
scriptures extended this all; and in their opinion God the 
Father, according to the scripture doctrine, was tp be com- 
pared, *so far as his essence was concerned, with nothing 
besides himself. To make out this interpretatioh fhey may 
also have availed themselves of the article which the Semi- 
Arians, making concessions on the other side, allowed to pass, 
— that the term ovaLa, forasmuch as it only served, from 
not being understood by the laity, to create disturbance, and 
forasmuch as the holy scriptures did not contain this word, 
should for the future never be employed in explaining the 
doctrine concerning God. As this confession of faith was a 
production of clerical court-policy, so too it renounced alto- 
gether the ecclesiastical form in its conclusion, being drawn 
up in the form of a decree proceeding from the emperor's 
privy council ; and when it was mentioned that this confession 
had been drawn up in the presence of j;he emperor, the attri- 
bute which pagan flattery had given to the head of the Roman 
empire — that of the Eternal — was applied to Constantius.* 
The weak spot here exposed by this court-party, Athanasixis 
well knew how to take advantage of: he said of the Arians that, 
in affixing with so much precision the date to rheir conTession 
of faith, a thing that was customary only in political trans- 
actions, they let it be known that this was their faith only for 
this particular moment ; and they did not hesitate to give to 
the emperor Constantius the epithet Eternal,” which they 
refused to Christ. 

The court-party, whose intention was, in the first place, by 
means of such a creed, to hush up all differences, now dis- 
turbed their friends and organs in both the councils ; but their 
artful plots came near being overthrown by the firmness and 
harmony of the Homoousians of the Western, and the Ho- 
mceousians of the Eastern church on the other side/ The 
majority in the two councils which assembled in 5o9~-bne at 
Ariminum, the other at Seleucia — was far^^too great to be 

* ’E**# rav ^iffororov hf/Mv rou ihcnf^iffviireu k«,) KceXXmxau 
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overreached at once. In both councils there was an unwil- 
lingness to have anything to do with the new articles, though 
they contained nothing heretical, and bore on their front only 
the^love of peace. ^ Those, especially in the Western church, 
who, owing to their ignorance of the relation of the chiirch 
pastors to each other, could not penetrate tl^e designs which 
the authors of such forms had in view, were still full of mis- 
trust, and 'joined the side of those who understood the real 
motives, • io, by the majority of the council at Rimini, the 
Nicene creed, and by the majority of the council at Seleucia, 
the fourth* Antiochian creed, were maintained in opposition to 
all those proposals. But whijn the court-bishops found that 
with all their arts they were defeated in the councils them- 
selves, they still endeavoured to carry out their designs in 
another way, by these low artifices in which they were not to 
be excelled. The two councils, by the direction of the em- 
fperor, were to lay before him their decisions, each ‘sending ten 
delegates chosen from the body of assembled bishops. The 
bishops at Rimini had earnestly petitioned the emperor for a 
speedy decision, in order that they might return to the com- 
munities where their presence was needed ; but the delegates 
of the West could not obtain an audience from the emperor, 
wlu) pretended that he must first dispose of the political 
business on his hands, so as to have his* mind perfectly free to 
deliberate on sacred things. Under this pretence they were 
put off from one time to another, and obliged to pass the 
winter in Adrianople. The bishops meanwhile must quietly 
remain assembled at Rimini, and leave their communities in 
the lurch ; yet there, wer-e several w^ho left without waiting to 
obtain permission of absence from Constantinople. After the 
ten bishops had become pretty well weary of journeying from 
one place to another, and of waiting for the emperor^s pleasure, 
ai^d when they were longing to get back to their country and 
to their churches, Ursacius and Valens began to urge them 
with motives, taking advantage of their impatience at any 
longer residence in the East, as well as of their ignorance of 
the relation in which the church parties of the East stood to 
each oiber. They prevailed upon them at Nipse, in Thrace, to 
subscribe their names to a creed which, according to the plan 
so often mentioned, forbade all propositions respecting the 
ovaiuj as being unscriptural, and merely stated in general that 
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the Son of God was like the Father, as the Holy Scriptures ^ 
taugTit, With this creed they repaired to Rimini, and there 
also, by artful representations and threats, succeeded in carry- 
ing through their design with the majority.^ The happy issue 
of these proceedings was now used as an argument in treating 
with the deputies of the Oriental council, who were staying at 
Constantinople. It was represented to them that the object 
was at last, attained, which had, for so long a time, been 
sought in vain, — to banish the Nicene creed and flomoo'u- 
sion from the Western church. Such an opportunity ought 
not to be suffered to pass without advantage; afid in the 
article which set forth a resemblance between the Father and 
the Son, as the scriptures taught it, everything was in fact 
contained which they could reasonably require. Besides this, 
the emperor Constantius, tliough busily engaged in making 
preparations for a great festival,* yet took an active part in 
these transactions. He spent an entire day and most of the, 
night in the council of bishops, sparing no efforts of his own 
to persuade the delegates to yield. By his authority and in- 
fluence, which perhaps had more weight than his reasons, it • 
was finally brought about that the deputies of the Oriental 
council also subscribed a creed similar in all respects to that 
proposed at Rimini. A council which assembled at Constan- 
tinople in 360 re-confirmed this creed. Moreover, Eudoxius, 
the principal mover of the P]unomian party at Antioch, had 
succeeded in getting himself made bishop of Constantinople ; 
the bishop IVIacedonius, who belonged to the Semi-Arian party, 
and who had made himself unpopular by his violent measures, 
having been deposed. Eudoxius, who now, as bishop of Con- 
stantinople, enjoyed the greatest influence, united his efforts 
with those of Acacius, bishop of Caesarea in Palestine, a man 
whose personal character gave him considerable authority, to 
bring it about in the first place, that the creed from whijh 
the articles concerning the ovaiu were expunged should be 
everywhere adopted. The emperor Constantius detested as 
blasphemers those who openly taught and defended the fiuno- 
mian doctrines ; and as refractory, as the disturbers of* good 
order, and enemjies to the peace of the church, , thop^ who 
advocated the Horaoousion and the Homoiousion. l^th parties 
mast inevitably incur his displeasure, if thl?y ventuted on a 
^ In celebration of his entrance into the consular office. 
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free and open expression of their opinions — if they refused to 
comply with the 4iumours of the court. The emperor had 
resolved to put an end to all doctrinal disputes by means of 
the artificial arrangement above described : deposition and 
exile, or even a worse fate, threatened the bishops who refused 
to acquiesce. Eudoxius himself must consent to desert his 
favourite Aiitius of Antioch, who had become offensive to the 
eniperor by too open a display of his Arian logic.* Eudoxius 
had procfired for Eunomius the bishopric of Cyzicus ; but he 
advised hujn to accommodate himself to the times. Eunomius, 
however, neglected to follow this counsel of a prudent churcli 
policy ; and, having openly taught his doctrines, was com- 
plained of to the emperor, who manifested the warmest dis- 
pleasure. His friend Eudoxius, who told him that he must 
ascribe this misfortune to the neglect of his own good advice, 
warned him of the persecution Avhich lay in store for him, and 
%e fled. He now became the leader of the party which went 
by his name, the other important members of it being governed 
more by political than by doctrinal motives. If the dominion 
of that party which procured the adoption of the creed of 
Nicas and Rimini could have lasted longer, still it would have 
been hardly possible for the two contending parties to continue 
holding this undefined and neutral position. The strict Arian 
or Eunomian party would doubtless have at length taken ad- 
vantage of the expunging of the articles relating to the ovala, 
to make their own openly expressed doctrines the dominant 
creed of the church ; as, in fact, an attempt of this sort had 
already been made at Antioch, which was only suppressed 
through fear of the empeiror.* 

This artificial union created in many churclies the utmost 
confusion. Many, who really agreed with each other in their* 
system of faith, were in this way separated by misunderstand- 
ings: for many, who oui of weakness or ignorance of the rela- 
tions of the contending doctrinal parties to one another, had 
subscribed the creed which left out the articles respecting the 
ovffia, were now regarded by the zealots of their own party as 
apqstales, as betrayers of the true doctrine, as Arians. They 
seeined to stand in church fellowship with those who, in their 
system of faith, jvere not one with them ; and by those who 
should have borne with them as brethren weak in the faith, 

^ Sozom. 1. IV. c. 29. 
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brethren erring through ignorance, they were treated with 
hostility, as false teachers. ‘ 

But an arrangement which had been carried through by 
outward force, and imposed on the church by arbitrary human 
will, in defiance of her own natural course of development^ 
could have no substantial basis, but must dissolve of itself as 
soon as the outward force was removed from which the whole 
had proceeded. With the death of the emperor Constantjus 
everything took an entirely different direction, anS tinder the 
reign of the pagan emperor, his successor, who gave equal 
liberty to all the Christian parties, the relations of these 
parties to each other, after throwing off what ^had been im- 
posed upon them, could proceed to shape themselves after a 
manner conformed to the actual course of church development. 
The party attached to the Homoousion were prepared to derive 
the greatest advantage from their former oppressions, and 
from the period of freedom which now followed ; for man^ 
had, in fact, been estranged from it merely by force or by 
misunderstanding, and these were now willing to break loose 
again from their connection with the Arian party, and unite 
themselves with those to whom they had always remainea 
bound by the ties of faith. In the next place. Semi- Arianism 
was well suited to form a transition-point to the more con- 
sistent system of the Homoousion ; and the collision into which 
Semi-Arianism had fallen with Eunomianism would naturally 
tend to promote this transition. But the persecution^ which 
the zealous professors of the Homoousion had been obliged to 
undergo might easily engender a repulsive fanaticism, which 
would tend to multiply divisions and misunderstandings, as we 
see in the case of Lucifer of Cagliari. The great Athanasius, 
• however, was not less distinguished for his prudence and 
moderation in the time of peace than he had been for his 
firmness and consistency in the seasouiof conflict ; and through 
his influence, which was supported by that of others of like 
temper, such as Eusebius of Vercelli, this danger was averted 
from the church. 

Several of the bishops, on their way home froiri their 
banishment in different countries, met together under the 
presidency of Athanasius at Alexandria. H^e it was resolv^ 
to do all that was possible in the way of meeting those u^ho 
were desirous of uniting once more with the orthodox church. 
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Those who, under the preceding government, had, throug^h 
weakness, allowed themselves to be hurried into fellowsliip 
witJi the Arian party, might without any further steps be ac- 
knowledged and received as members pf ^the Catholic church, 
and be retained in the same offices which they had hitherto 
filled in their respective communities.* To those only who 
had been among the leaders of the Arian party this privilege 
w^ not conceded, but yet they might be received ’as members 
of the Cfttlfolic church on r-enouncing their spiritual offices. 
This ecclesiastical body expressed its views in a noble spirit 
of Cfhristian charity : “ We wish all who still stand aloof from 
us, and who sftem to have united with the Arians, would give 
up their delusion, so that all in every place might say, ‘ One 
Lord, one faith — for what is so glorious and lovely as that, 
in the words of the sweet singer, brethren should dwell toge- 
ther in unity ? (Ps. cxxxiii. 1 ) for so we believe the Lord also 
%ill dwell with us according to his promise, ^ I will dwell in 
them, and walk with them.^ Divisions also, which had arisen 
from disputes about words, it was attempted to heal by coining 
to a mutual understanding respecting the conception denoted by 
the words. In respect to one schism alone, which had arisen 
in the Antiochian church, but where, in like manner, there 
was no real difference of doctrinal views at bottom, this aim 
was frustrated, through the want of impartiality ; and so the 
germ was nourished, of a long-continued, and in its conse- 
quences, important schism, of which we must now speak in brief. 

The beginning of this schism is to be traced back to a much 
earlier period. About the year 330, the already mentioned 
Eustathius, bishop of AntiOch, had been deposed from his 
office by the Anti-Nicene party ; but a majority of the com- 
munity remained faithfully attached to him. They refused to 
acknowledge as their bishops the Arians who were thrust upon 
them, and formed a separate church party under the name of 
Eu^^tathians. When, in 360, the Arian bishop Eudoxius re- 

It was thought that indulgence could the more properly be em- 
ployed in this case, inasmuch as sever.al of the bishops had yielded only 
in form, in ordp to retain possession of their churches, and preserve 
th^se from the infection of Arianism, which would otherwise have been 
spread through them by Arian bishops placed over them by force ; as 
Aarpn yielded for •the moment to the Jewish people, in order to keep 
them from returning back to Figypt and falling irrecoverably into idola- 
try. See Athanas. epist. ad Ku^ianum. 
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signed the bishopric of Antioch to become bishop of the im- 
perial city of the East Roman empire, MeJetius, then bishop 
of Sebaste in Armenia, was, after a long contest, chosen his 
successor. Meletius was attached to the Nicene doctrine, or 
at least inclined that way, but he did not belong to the zealots 
who made the essence of Christianity to consist in this or that 
formula of belief, and who in their sermons treated ^of nothing 
else than the current doctrinal questions of the day.**^ It, is 
probable that, without entering into controversies bf •doctrine, 
he presented in bis discourses the gospel truths ii^ the way 
best suited to the wants of his flock. The Arians, who could 
not understand the spirit of such a man, inlerpreted this 
moderation as a proof of his agreement with their own doc- 
trines, or at least supposed they bight reckon, that if he 
had hitherto appeared neutral, he would now, out of gratitude 
for so important a bishopric, openly .preach Arianism in his 
sermons: but they found themselves mistaken. * 

Meletius preached an inaugural discourse in 361,t charac- 
terized by a spirit of Christian moderation entirely free from 
the fear of man. His starting point M^as, that fellowship with 
ChristJ is the foundation of the whole Christian life ; that he 
only who has the Son, can have the Father also. “ But we 
shall continue,” said he, “ in fellowship with the*8on and with 
the Father, when before God and the elect angels, nay, also 
before kings, we confess him, and are not ashamed of our con- 
fession.’* This brought him to lay down his own confession of 
faith concerning the Son in decided opposition to strict Arian- 
ism, yet in so moderate expressions, that even Semi- Arians 
could have nothing to find fault with, as he did not touch upon 
the disputed Homoousion. Perhaps Meletius belonged to the 
class who, like many of the Orientals, had gradually gone 
over from the moderate Serai- Arianism which we find in a 

’S' Thus, doubtless, sermons were often preached, which were entirely 
barren of profit to the hearers. An example of bad taste, carried to a 
singular extreme, is given in the case of a discourse preached by an 
Arian at Antioch. Hilar, c. Constant, s. 13. The point was, that God, 
in the proper sense, could not hav^e a son ; for if he had a son, he must 
also have had a wife with whom he could live and have intercourse? 
and so on after the same absurd and irreverent manner, little to the 
edification of his flock. r 

t Preserved in Epiphan. hseres. 73. Galland. t. V, 

The X^tffTov h 
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Cyrill of Jerusalem, to the doctrines of the Nicene council. 
He purposely took ^jare not to give way too much to the doc- 
trinal tendency of his hearers, not to venture upon too nice 
distinctions ; and for jthis reason he even rebuked the speculative 
pride which affected to know and determine too much concern- 
ing these incomprehensible things. He reminded them of the 
apostle’s words that human knowledge was but in part, and that 
perfect knowledge was’to be expected only in the life to come. 

When the Arians saw they had been deceived in their 
expectations from IMeletius, they deposed and banished him, 
after he had been in the active duties of his office scarcely a 
month. Now the friends of Eustathius, who in the meantime 
had died, instead of attaching themselves to Meletius, as they 
■ ought to have done, since he agreed with them in doctrine, 
had contracted a prejudice against him, and suspected him 
because he had been instituted bishop by the Ariaii^arty, and 
^rhaps also because, as he did not belong to the number 
of blind zealots, he appeared to them not sufficiently decided. 
Hence they did not acknowledge him as bishop, and remained 
a separate party under the presbyter Faulinus, who had already 
for a long time conducted their public worship. The docu- 
ment of the Alexandrian council was now sent separately to 
the flock of Pftulinus. This community was invited, with all 
love, to receive those of the other party who were willing to 
unite with them, dismissing controversies on unessential mat- 
ters and verbal disputes, which hindered union ; but no mention 
was made of Meletius. All this plainly showed that only the 
church of Faulinus was acknowledged to be in the right, and 
that there wasano inclination to recognize Meletius, In addi- 
tion to this, Ludifer of Cagliari was sent to hush the disputes, 
a man the least of all fitted to be a mediator of peace. It 
was wholly in character with his ignorant zeal that he should 
pronounce Meletius an Arian, and give a head to the opposite 
party, by ordaining Faulinus as their bishop. Thus was laid 
the foundation of a schism which was propagated for a long 
time, and which, on account of the general sympathy of the 
other churches, came to have important consequences : for the 
Western and the Alexandrian churches declared in favour of. 
Padlimis ; the Oriental church, for the most part, in ffivour of 
Meletius. * 

The same Lucifer, who gave, to the Antiochian schisffi a 
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duTation which, without his interference, it perhaps never 
would have had, proceeded, in this sam^ spirit * of ignorant 
7.eal, to lay the beginnings of another important schism. The 
moderation which reigned in the decisions of the Alexandrian 
council could not, 5f course, be very pleasing to a man of his 
character.,, Hc was for receiving no one who had been con- 
nected with the Arian party, so long as he retained his office ; 
and, as he believed that the catholic church was defiled by the 
re-aditiission of unworthy ecclesiastics, he became the founder 
of a separate party, tiie Luciferites, who regarded themselves 
as constituting the only pure church. 

Under the reign of the emperor Jovian, the# relation of the 
parties to each other continued, in the main, to be the same ; 
for although this emperor espoused the Nicene doctrine, yet 
it was his principle (see above) never to interfere, by his po- 
litical power, either in the affairs of religion generally, or in 
the internal concerns of the church in particular. The sam) 
principle was followed by his successor, the emperor Valen- 
tinian ; but his brother Yalens, to whose hands he had en- 
trusted the government of the East, being a pupil of the 
bishop Eudoxius, from whom he had received baptism, was a 
zealous Arian, and as by natural disposition he was inclined 
to harsh, cruel, and despotic measures, he allowed himself to 
be used as a tool of the fanaticism and of the ambitious designs 
of the Arian clergy. Then followed a period of most de- 
plorable desolation in many of the Oriental churches. W orthy 
bishops were persecuted and driven away ; worthless men, 
who had their friends and patrons among the imperial eunuchs 
and chamberlains, were imposed on the churches as clergymen 
and bishops. Still, however, this persecution turned out to 
be rather favourable than prejudicial to the interest of the 
Nicene party, for the Semi-Arians were driven more and 
more, by the persecutions which they had to suffer from the 
dominant Arian party, to the party of the Homoousians. It 
was only by uniting with the l 2 ist party, now dominan|; in the 
Westj.Jthat they could expect to obtain help in their oppressed 
situation. Aversion to the strictly Arian party, the wish to 
* be united with the party which in many quarters offered them 
the hand, and which could afford them the most powerful as- 
sist^ice, — all this led many among the Semi-Ariahs to measure 
the* difference which separated the two parties by another 
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standard than that which they had hitherto applied. They ex- 
plained to themselves the Homoousion at first in their own 
sense^ just as many had already done at the Nicene council, 
but with this ditFerence, that the approximation was then the 
effect of outward constraint, while at bottom there was an 
earnest desire that this compulsory union mighf be dissolved ; 
but here, on the contrary, the approximation grew out of 
inward inclination. Add to this, that all that was distin- 
guished ofi the side of science and intellect inclined to the 
doctrine of«the Homoousion ; and that this party accordingly, 
which must finally prevail on account of the consistency of 
their system, Obtained also increasing consequence by the 
superiority of the character and talents enlisted on its side. 

It was especially the three great church teachers of Cappa- 
docia, Basil of Caesarea, his brother Gregory of Nyssa, and 
his friend Gregory of Nazianzen, who, with the like prudent 
Seal, guided by freedom of spirit and moderation of temper, 
contributed to procure the victory for the Nicene doctrines in 
the Oriental church. The’ labours of Basil fall more particu- 
larly within the period of the reign of Valens. Not only by. 
his energy and firmness, but also by his high standing in the 
opinion of the people, he offered a successful j^sistance to the 
tyranny of Valens ; and by his means the entire province of 
Cappadocia w^as preserved from those desolations occasioned 
by the influence of arbitrary will, which befel other provinces 
of the East. The emperor Valens, when he visited Caesarea, 
was for compelling him to receive his Arians into the fellow- 
ship of the church. Ihe Tpraefect Modestus sent for him, and, 
on the principles of the Boman state religion, demanded whe- 
ther he alone, when all others obeyed the emperor, dared to 
wish to have any other religion than that of his master.* 
Basil replied that he had nothing to be afraid of ; possessions, 
of which men might deprive him, he had none, except his few 
books and his cloak. An exile w^as no exile for fiim, since he 
knew that thd" whole earth is the Lord’s. I? torture was 
threatened, his feeble body would yield to the first blows, and 
death would bring him nearer to his God, after whom he 
IdUged. Valens himself was constrained to show respect for 
Basil. Many tiijtes he was on the point of condemning him 
to exile, t but he did not venture on that step. In general the 
* *Ori *r» jSottf'/Afwj .j* Gregor. Naz, orat. 20. 
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great love and the great consideration in which many of the 
bisftops stood with the people was a means of security to their 
churches. The ardent desire of the people of Alexandria for 
Athanasius, who, for a wise purpose, had for some months 
withdrawn himself, ‘induced the emperor Valens, from the ap* 
prehension of A tumult, to recall him ; and Athanasius enjoyed 
in the last years of Ms toilsome and stormy life, until 373, the 
quiet which had before been denied him. 

By Basil’s freedom of spirit and moderation tfie*^union also 
was promoted between the divided church part ies-^r- the union 
of the Western and Eastern churches, which had been thrown 
into still more violent hostility to each other in* consequence of 
the Antiochian schism ; and he would have accomplished still 
more, had he been able to overcome the pride and obstinacy 
of the Roman bishops. The alliance between the East and the 
West had, however, the effect, at last, of inducing the emperor 
Valentiiiian, in conjunction with his brother, to publish 
edict, in the year 37 5, in which they protested against those by 
whom the name and power of the princes were wrongly made 
use of in persecutions under pretext of religion. 

The victory of the party attached to the Nicene council, the 
way for which 4iad been prepared by the free development of 
the church doctrine out of itself, was fully established exter- 
nally also under the emperor Theodosius the Great. Already, 
by a law of the year 380, he directed that only those who 
agreed with the bishops, Peter of Alexandria or Damasus of 
Rome, in their system of faith — that is, who were in favour of 
the Nicene doctrine concerning the identity of essence — shouM 
remain in possession of the cliurches ; and this law the emperor 
sought gradually to carry into execution. When, in the month 
of Novenaber of this year, he made his triumphal entry into 
Constantinople, the Anti-Nicene party was there dominant, as 
it had been for forty years. There was one individual who 
had been eitgaged for two years in collecting together, and 
continually making additions to, the bereaved,* scattered^ com^h 
munity of those who, in the midst of the .reigning Arian party, 
professed the Nicene doctrine. This was the before-mentioned 
Gregory of Nazianzus, whose whole life took a character of 
instability from oscillating between the contemplative beht 
and practical activity in the discharge of official duties. As he 
had often already withdrawn from the contemplative life to 
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euibark in ecclesiastical aiFairs ; and then, without due regard 
to propriety, had |leserted his post and retired again to the 
life of seclusion ; so now he had finally withdrawn from the 
pressure of affairs, from the administration of the bishopric left 
vacant by the death of his father at Naiianzen, to a retreat 
near Seieucia in Isauria. It then came about that he must be 
called from this quiet seclusion to an unquiet public life of 
conflict and trial. He was summoned to preside over that 
small and* fisrsaken community consisting of the oppressed ad- 
herents to the Nicene doctrine in Constantinople. Renouncing 
once* more the contemplative life, he undertook this mission, 
partly because*lie deemed him>elf bound not to let the oppor- 
tunity pass unimproved, of effecting so much for the victory 
of pure doctrine as might be accomplished at Constantinople ; 
in part also, perhaps, because the prospect of entering upon so 
wdde and splendid afield of labour as might be opened for him 
tt Constantinople had more attractions for a man who was not 
wholly free*from vanity, than the narrow field at Nazianzen. 
As, in large cities, splendid gifts of oratory were in no small 
request, Gregory might, by that means, effect much for the 
spread of the Nicene doctrine at Constantinople. . Far-famed 
are the five discourses which he preached there in defence of 
the Kicene ck)ctririe of the Trinity against the objections of 
the Eunomians, and which gained for him the surname of the 
Theologian,^ By the way in which he distinguished himself 
from other impatierjt, violent bishops, who abandoned them- 
selves to the impulses of a passionate zeal — by uniting modera- 
tion with zeal for pure doctrine — by shaming his passionate 
and fanatical enemies through his own gentleness and forbear- 
ance, he might doubtless effect more than by his eloquence. 
It is also the merit of Gregory, that he did not, like otfier 
church-teachers of this period who had been drawn into the 
field of controversy, forget, in his zeal for those views of doc- 
trine which he had found to be correct, that the essence of 
Christianity does not consist in speculative notions, but in the 
life ; that he did not suffer himself to be misled by an exclu- 
sive zeal for orthodoxy of conceptions, to neglect practical 
Christianity^ Much rather did he make it a matter of special 

• Btskoyosi bemuse Biokcy/uy in the stricter sense, was the term 
applied to the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, as contradistinguished from 
oimnfiuaj the doctrine of his incarnation. 
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concern to combat that exclusively prevailing tendency to spe- 
cuTation in religion, which tended to the , injury of a living, 
active Christianity — a tendency which was so very agremble 
to the mass of worldly men, because it n\ade it easy for them 
to'put on the appeavance of zeal for piety and orthodoxy, and 
to deceive the ‘judgment of others, and in part also their own 
conscience, while they spared themselves from the contest with 
sin in theijr own hearts and in the world without" them. He 
often declared strongly against the delusive notrion, that all 
manner of frivolity might be united with zeal for sound doc- 
trine, and often presented before his hearers, with pointed 
earnestness, the truth that, without a holy i^ense of divine 
things, men could have no understanding of them ; that sacred 
matters must be treated in a sacred manner, fie often spoke 
against the perverse manner of those who looked upon discus- 
sions on divine things as any other conversation * on topics of 
ordinary discourse, and often declared to them, that the fuK 
and perfect knowledge of divine things was not the end of the 
present earthly life, but that its end was, by becoming holy, 
to become capable of the full intuition in the life eternal.” 
Gregory at first held the meetings of his church in the hall of 
a private house belonging to a kinsman of his. This being the 
spot whence the triumph of the Nicene doctrino at Constanti- 
nople began, the private place of assembly was subsequently 
converted into a large church, which, in commemoration of the 
resurrection of the pure doctrine there commenced, received 
the name of Anastasia, 

Thus the emperor Theodosius, on his entering into Constan- 
tinople, found the community whose faith be acknowledged as 
his own, with its bishop, Gregory, not even in possession of a 
church, but assembled in one corner of the city in a private 
house, while the Arian bishop Demophilus was in possession of 
all the churches. The emperor left it to the latter’s choice, 
either to subscribe to the Nicene creed, or to give up the 
churches, Demophilus was not a man who regarded the 
favour of princes and earthly prosperity as of more account 
than the interests of religion and of the truth. He chose to do 
the latter ; and the Arians, from this time onward, were 
obliged to hold their assemblies at Constantmople without tbu 


‘ Tot xxi rx avra/ xxi rx 



TERMINATION OF THE SCHISM, 


81 


city walls, which they continued to do until into the sixth 
century. , 

Oregory was then Conducted by the emperor, surrounded by 
his nobles and the imperial body guard, which was necessary 
to protect him from the insults of the fanatical multitude still 
devoted to Arianism, into the cathedral. The heavens were 
overclouded and dark when this took place, which was inter- 
preted by the superstition of the bigoted zealots a^ a token of 
the divine* anger : but, as the clouds scattered, and the sun 
broke through, this delusion was refuted, and a favourable im- 
pression produced. The emperor now resolved to assemble a 
second general •council in the capital of the East Roman em- 
pire which should settle the hitherto disputed questions, seal 
the triumph of the Nicene doctrine, and at the same time 
solemnly inaugurate the new patriarch of Constantinople, 
Gregory of Nazianzen, according to the original plan. In 
^le beginning, when for the most part none but Asiatic 
bishops were present at the council, Meletius, bishop of An- 
tioch, venerable on account of his great age and his opposi- 
tion to the Arian doctrines, stood at the head of the assembled 
body, and by him Gregory of Nazianzen was consecrated 
bishop of Constantinople. Meletius soon after died ; and 
Gregory cam« in possession of the highest authority, which, 
moreover, his new position, as patriarch of the second xjapital 
of the world, would give him. 

To Gregory had been bequeathed, by his friend Basil, the 
favourite plan of bringing about, between the two great por- 
tions of the church, a restoration of the peace which had been 
disturbed, especially by the Antiochian schism. The death of 
Meletius, during the session of the council, furnished a fa- 
vourable opportunity for effecting this object. Paulinus, too, 
was very old ; and if no successor was chosen to Meletius, the 
steps probably might soon be taken for a new choice, in which 
both the parties could unite, and the schism would be brought 
to an end. Gregory used every possible argument to persuade 
the other Oriental bishops, although, as the friend of Meletius, 
ha might be more prejudiced than others on this side ; but 
his arguments were defeated by the ambition and obstinacy of 
many, who would yield none of their rights, and who chose 
the bishop Flavilnus as Meletius’s successor. Thus a new 
prop was given to the schism, which continued to propagate 

VOi. IV. , G 
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itself till the beginning* of the fifth century, although the influ- 
ence of the Kustathian party was ever on the wane. The 
manner in which this division w^as at last wholly removed, stood 
in direct contrast to the manner in which it liad been elicited 
and maintained — evincing how, in matters of this sort, the 
'advances of loye will accomplish vastly more than all force 
and all arguments of persuasion. The venerable bishop, 
Alexander ,of * Antioch, on a festival day, coiftlucted his 
whole flock, clergy and laity, to tlie church wher^ t^ie Eusta- 
thians held their assemblies. All united together in prayer 
and song; even the crowd, who, as the church was fhsufiieient 
to contain them, stood assembled in the stre^^ts. Devotion 
and brotherly love met together, all hearts were one, a feast 
of charity was celebrated, and the division was thought of no 
longer.* 

To return to the point from which we digressed : Gregory, 
disgusted at seeing his colleagues sacrifice in this way th^^ 
good of the church to their private passions, withdrew himself 
entirely from public transactions, vitiated by so many impure 
motives. When afterwards the Egyptian and the Western 
bishops arrived, who belonged to the Anti'-Meletian party, 
they took no pains to conceal the dissatisfaction wliich they 
felt at the a])pointment of* Gregory as patriarch ,of Constanti- 
nople, because Gregory *was a friend of Meletius, and had 
been ordained by him ; and for varioils other reasons. They 
could bring at least an apparent argument, on grounds^of jus- 
tice, against the validity of Gregory’s appointment — namely, 
that he had, at all events, been earlier instituted and regarded 
as bishop over another community (either at Nazianzen or at 
Sasina), and therefore, according to the laws of the church, 
could not be transferred to another bishopric ; — an ecclesias- 
tical rule, which, it must be owned, was often enough trans- 
gressed in the East, without any such weighty reasons as 
might be urged in the present case, and which assuredly, when 
appealed to, must have served, on the part of the Orientals, 
as a cover for other motives. The bishops of the Roman 
churcii, which was more strict in its observance of this law, 
may have been more sincere in appealing to it ; but Gregory 
of Nazianzus had no desire to enter into a profane quarrel 
about a splendid church office. He requd^ited the emperor 
* Theodoret. V. 35. 
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and the t)ishops that he might be allowed to resign this office, 
since he would very readily, like Jonah, sacrifice himself for 
the ship of the church ; although this request perhaps was not 
desi^ied in the first place to be so seriously taken. His peti- 
tion being at once universally accepted, — which perhaps, being 
what he had not expected, chagrined him, he. delivered, before 
the assembled council of a hundred and fifty bishops, a farewell 
discourse, In which he dealt out many a hard trjiitli against 
the worl41y#miiided bishops. Gregory of Nyssa seems now, 
by the superiority of his well-trained intellect, to have ac- 
quired spfc'cial infi lienee over tlie doctrinal transactions of the 
council. Th(^ result of it was precisely what the preceding 
struggles had been ^preparing the way for, that the Nicene 
creed, which before had been forced on the Oriental church, 
and therefore repelled by it, was now voluntarily adopted by 
a great majority of that church, where it found a more general 
owelcome. In the jirovincial cities, where the dogmatizing 
spirit was not so prevalent, tlie transition from Arianism to 
the Nicene doctrine often took place in a very imperceptible 
manner. For when the people heard Christ called from the 
pulpits, God and the Son of God, the begotten before all 
time,’^ they were led by their Christian feelings to place in 
these words rfnore than was meant by the Arian preachers, 
according to their own connection of ideas, into which the 
people did not enter ; and so Hilary remarked, that “ the 
ears of rhe audience were more pious than the hearts of the 
preachers. Accordingly, when Homoousiaii preachers took 
the place of the Arians, the people remarked no very great 
change.* 

The Nicene creed, in tlie new form in which it was here 
made known, departed but slightly from the original one. The 
most important change was an addition to the doctrine con- 
cerning’ the Holy Spirit, which was brought about by the 
farther progress in the development of the church system ; 
which leads us now to throw a glance on the history of this 
doctrine, the determination of wliich belonged with the rest 

^ Hilarius Pictav. c. Auxenfmm liber s. 6. Hoc putant ilU fidei esse, 
quod vocis est. Audiunt Deum Christum, putant esse, quod dicitur. 
Andiant Filium Dei, putant in Dei nativitate inesse Dtd veritatem. 
Audiunt ante tempera, putant id ipsum ante tempora esse, quod semper 
est, Saactiores aures plebis, quam corda sunt sacerdotum. 

G 2 
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to tlie complete and established form of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. , 

As it concerns the doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit, a 
much longer time transpired before the idea of the unity of 
essence was consistefttly carried out in its application to this 
part also of the •Christian consciousness of God. The system 
of subordination would of course extend itself also, after the 
due measure and proportion, to this doctrine ; as was apparent 
in the church-teachers of the preceding period. The views "of 
Origen on this point also were the prevailing ones in the sys- 
tem of the Eastern church, until they were suppressed by* the 
consistent development and the triumph of the«^doctrine con- 
cerning the Homoousion. It is remarkably, that, at the Nicene 
council, the doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit was expressed 
only in very vague and general terms. Yet the opposition to 
Arius ought naturally to have led to a more exact determina- 
tion here ; for, while Arius regarded the Holy Spirit as being < 
the first created nature produced by the Son of God, he placed 
the same distance betwixt the Son and the Holy Spirit which he 
had supposed between the Father and the Son.* But this point 
possessed as yet no very great intere^^t in doctrinal polemics ; 
and many who saw their way clear to subscribe to the Ho- 
moousion as it respected the Son of God, would have scrupled 
to extend this same determination also to the Holy Spirit. 
The unity of the Christian consciousness of God had here so 
little permeated as yet the apprehension of the idea, that Gre- 
gory of Nazianzen could still say, in the year 380 : “ Some 
of our theologians consider the Holy Spirit to be a certain 
mode of the divine agency (as, for instance, Lactantius had 
done in the preceding period) ; others, a creature of God ; 
others, God himself. Others say, they do not know them- 
selves which of the two opinions they ought to adopt, out of 
reverence for the holy scriptures, which have not clearly ex- 
plained this point.” Hilary of Poictiers held it best to remain 
fast by the simple scripture doctrine concerning the Holy 
Spirit, which, as it seemed to him, furnished no materials for 
exact logical definitions of this, doctrine. He believed that 
he found in the sacred scriptures no such exact definitions con- 
cerning the relation of the Holy Spirit to the Father, as he 
found concerning of the relation of the Son. fie supposed that 
♦ See Athanas. orat. I. c. Arian. n. 6, 
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he found the name God nowhere used expressly of the Holy 
Spirit, and he did*not venture therefore expressly so to name 
hinf ; but yet a great- deal seemed to him to be already implied, 
when the Holy Spirit is called in scripture the Spirit of God, 
and it is said of him that he searches the deep.things of God. 
He was well aware, as he expresses it, in his own original 
way, that nothing could be foreign from God^s essence which 
penetratq^ ipto its depths.* Should one ask us,” says he, 

what is the Holy Spirit, and we knew of nothing further to 
reply th^n that he exists by and from Him by whom and 
from whom arp all things; that he is the Spirit of God, but 
also God’s gift to believers ; and this answer displeased him, 
then might the apostles and prophets also displease him ; for 
they affirm only this of him, that he exists,^’^ 

The system of Eunomius discovers itself on this point also 
Jbo be a dead, narrow theory, which had by no means sprung 
from the depth of the inner Christian life. The Holy Spirit, 
according to Eunomius, is the first among the created natures, 
formed according to the command of the Father, by the agency 
of the Son ; which Spirit, as being the first after the Son, has 
received indeed the power to sanctify and to teach, but wants 
the divine and creative power. But yet how could the power 
to sanctify, to enlighten, be rightly conceived, unless it was 
referred back to the divine fellow ship of life of which the re- 
deemed are made partakers ? And how could this be held fast, 
if men separated the power to sanctify and to teach from the 
essence of God, and from the power of creating? We per- 
ceive here an arbitrary severance of conceptions, which is in 
contradiction with the unity of the Christian life. But this 
unity was, in opposition to Arianism, from the first everywhere 
foremost in the systematically consistent Athanasius. He was 
led, particularly and expressly, to unfold this doctrine, because 
many of the Semi-Arians were on the point of adopting the 
Homoousion, explaining it to themselves according to their 
own meaning, but without being able to make up their minds 
to apply this determination to the Floly Spirit, The latter 
appeared to them a being create by the Son, as an instrument 
for carrying into effect the divine purposes; a ministering 

♦ t)e Trinitate 1. X^II. c. 6.5. In an address to God : Nulla te, nisi res 
tua, penetrat *, nec profundum majestatis tuse, peregrin® atque alien® a 
te virtutis causa metitur. f L, II. de Trinitate, s. 29. 

• ^ 
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^pirit^ like the angels. In opposition to^ these, Atlianasius 
sought to show that Arianism could be consistently renounced 
only when men acknowledged in the Triad nothing foreign to 
God’s own essence ;* when men acknowledged but one essence 
agreeing with Mself— self-identical. He adduces in proof of 
the divinity and identity of essence of the Holy Spirit, the 
testimony of the Holy Spirit and the witness of 'the univer- 
sal Christian consciousness, unfolding what is «o»tainecf in 
both these testimonies : How could that which is sanctified 
hy nothing out of itselfi whicli is itself the source of sattctifi- 
cation for all created natures, be of the same essence witli tlM 
which is sanctified by it ? In the Holy Spirit we leceive fellow- 
ship with God, participation in one divine life ; but this could 
not be so if the Holy Spirit ere a creature. As certainly 
as we are by him made partakers of the divine nature, so cer- 
tainly must he himself be one with the divine essence.* At 
he who has seen the Son sees the Father, so he who has the 
Son has also the Holy Spirit; and »he who has the Holy 
Spirit has also the Son, and is a temple of God. As the Son, 
being in the Father, and the Father being in him, cannot be 
a creature, so neither can the Holy Spirit, being in the Son, 
and the Son being in him, be a creature.f From this time 
forward, the identity of the essence of the Holy Spirit with 
the Father and the Son was maintained by the most eminent 
teachers of the Oriental church, by such men as Basil of 
Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzen, Ampliilochius, and Didymus ; 
and at length this doctrine also j)assed over into the synodal 
articles. After the Alexandrian council, already mentioned, 
hnd an Illyrian one of the year 375 | had set the example in 
this matter, the extension of the byoovuiov to the doctrine con- 
cerning the Holy Spirit was adopted also into the new form 
which the Nicene creed received through the second general 
cpuncil at Constantinople. The Holy Spirit was described 
by this Nicene-Constantinopolitan creed, in the scriptural 
phraseology, as “ the Spirit proceeding from the Father ; 
the governing, quickening Spirit, who is to be worshipped 

Kp« I* ad Serapion, sect. 24. Ei Si cn *i 

tffTh 0 

f See Athanas. ep. I. HI. IV. to the bishop Serapion of Thmuis. 
t Which was the first to extend the to the doctrine cont^erning 

he Holy Spirit, 
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and honoured at the same time with the Father and the 

Son.” ^ 

Qn the first clause of this formula there arose, in later tiineSj 
a difference of views between the two pqrtioiis of the church, 
the Eastern and the Western, the germ of which we discover 
even in the present period. 

In the Eastern church it was according to the prex ailing 
\iaw to consider God the Father as being “ the ’sole efficient 
cause (c^usa efficiens) of aK existence; the Logos as being 
the ^revealing and mediatory principle ; and the Holy Ghost 
as being the completive divine principle in the creation. God 
the Father effected all through the Son in the Holy Spirit.”| 
As connected also with this view of the matter in the Oriental 
church, the unity of the divine essence rested upon this as its 
basis, that God tlic Fattier ^should be acknowledged as the 
sole efficient cause (the p/a whom all else w^as 

^derived, from whom the Son was generated, and from whom 
the Holy Spirit proceeded, and wiio effects all through the 
Son and in the Holy Spirit.’' This formula, so connected 
with tiie views of the Oriental church that the Holy Spirit 
proceeds from the Father, ‘‘ was niaiie especially prominent and 
held fast in opposition to the doctrine of' the creation of the 
Spirit — that* the Holy Spirit is not related, after the same 
manner as the Son, to the essence of God, but is a creature 
of the Son.” The opposite to this doctrine was expressed as 
follows, — ‘‘ that the Holy Spirit does not derive his essence 

*** Td re ^noe^dtev, ro {» rev eretr^os Uaro^iveVf irvv ru Kat rw 

ffVfA^^oexvvev/nittav xet) ruv^o^ae^OfAivov. 

t Athanas. c. Serapion. 1. i. c. 24. The Father creates and renews rdl 
through his Logos in the Holy Spirit. Basil. Caesar, de Sp. S. c. 16. By 
the will of the Father all spirits have received their existence, by the 
agency of ffie Son they were brought into existence, by the presence of 
the Holy Spirit they are completed in their existence. There are not 

kut ^ftfco^yovrit 5/ Vtav »»i rO^Mveret *y ^tUfAccTi, 

0regory of Nyssa, T. III. de baptismo Christi, represents the Father as 
th© the Son as the ovifAtoZ^yes, the wvtuf&a. as the rtXu<uTtK6v r^v way 
rm. Basil of Caesarea endeavours, in his 38th letter, to show how it is 
necessary, from the operations of God in man, one should mount, step by 
Step, to the idea of the Trinity. All good which is wrought in us by the 
power of God, we recognize as the operation of the Holy Spirit. From 
this we pass to the idea of the author of all the good which is wrought in 
ns by the Holy Spiift, who is the Son of God. But he is not the supreme 
and hlgbcst ground 'Catise but this last is the Father; thus we 

ascend from the Son to the Father. 
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from the Son in the way of dependence, but is related after 
the like independent manner to the Fath/^r, as the common 

S ound; that as the Son is begotten of the Father, so the 
oly Spirit proceeds from the Father.” . 

it concerns, o‘n the other hand, the exposition of this 
doctrine in the* Western church, it was believed, especially 
ever since the time of the more precise logical cariwing out 
of the conception of the unity of essence in the Tria(s^Jby 
Augustin, that, in order to hold fast the doctritfe ^n a con- 
sistent manner, the inference must necessarily be di;awn,^that 
as the Son of God was in all respects identical in essence with 
the Father, and as the Father had communicated all to the 
Son, so too the Holy Spirit proceeds as well from the Son as 
from the Father. There are not two different Spirits, one 
belonging to the Father, the other to the Son ; but there is 
one spirit of both ; — as he is called in the holy sCriptlires 
sometimes the Spirit of the Father, sometimes the Spirit of thd 
Son. How, then, could it be otherwise than that he, tlje 
Spirit of both, proceeds from both?* As the Homoousioi| 
was made prominent in opposition to Arianism, so it was 
l)^eved necessary also in the same opposition to express this 
definition, viz., that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son and 
from the Father, and the contrary appeared as bding a remnant 
of the Arian system of subordination.’!' Added to this was 
Augustin’s speculative theory concerning the doctrine of the 
Trinity, by which this definition was favoured ; whfere we 
must confess that his confusion of metaphysics with i^ligiou 
led him astray. Although a profound experience 
Christian life ever lay at bottom, yet, notwithstanding thhf be 
transported the doctrine of the Trinity very much away from 
its proper historico-practical ground to ^ speculative one ; and 

* See e* g. Augustin. Tract. 100, in evangel. Joh. s. A quo autem 
hahet Filius, ut sit Deus (est enim de Deo Deus), ab illo hafe utiqUe, 
at etiam de illo procedat Spiritus Sanctus, ac per hoc Spiritus Sauctas, 
at etiam de Filio procedat, sicut procedit de Patre ab ipso habet Patre. 

t Keeping at a distance all notions of time, and everything that bor- 
dered on subordinationism, Augustin was unwilling to let eten the 
represaatation pass, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father to the 
Son, and then first proceeds from the Son to sanctify the creature. Spi- 
rits Sanctus non de Patre procedit in Filium, et de Filio procedit ad 
aanctificandam creaturam, sed simul de utroque pr<lfeedit, quamvis hoe 
Filio Pater dederit, ut quemadmodum de se, ita de illo quoqne procedit. 
L, c. 
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the confusion of two heterogeneous provinces met its appro- 
priate punishment in leading him to mistake a play of analogies 
for a' demonstration. God- the Father is the diviiit Being ; 
the Son is knowledge, as a self-manifestation of this being — 
hence the Son is begotten of the Father ; will, love, as that 
wherein beiii^ and knowing embrace each othe^, is the fellow- 
ship of both, the exhibition of the divine unity ; hence the 
Hcjjy Spirit, as the fellowship, is the love in which both embrace 
each othdir,*and which proceeds from both. And since the 
Holy Spirit denotes the fellowship of both, he is also that 
whereby we may be made partakers of the fellowship with the 
Father and Soif. In all nature too, as a manifestation of God, 
Augustin believed that he saw a symbol of this Trinity, there 
being everywhere to be observed a universal being, the par- 
ticular being, and the unity and harmony of the whole.* 
Moreover, the opposition between the two theories came 
tven already to be publicly expressed; although, on the 
p^rt of the Western church, it was not the Oriental church 
dpctrine, but Arianism ; and, although on the part of the 
Oriental church, it was not the Western church doctrine, 
but the doctrine of the creation of the Spirit, which con- 
stituted tlie matters of dispute. Nevertheless, the way was 
thereby prepared for a struggle betwixt the two tendencies. 
Thus the great Syrian church-teacher, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, in his confession of faith, contended against the repre- 
sentatidh that the Holy Spirit did not derive his essence 
immediately from God the Father, but had received his 
^dstence through the Spn.f Cyrill of Alexandria having, in 
the ninth of his anathemas, pronounced sentence of condemna- 
tion on those who denied that the Holy Spirit is a property of 
Christ,| Theodoret r^il^rks upon this, in his refutation of these 
anathemas: ^‘If it is meant to be said here that the Holy 

* Sermo 71, s. 18. In Spiritu Sancto insinuatur Patris Filiique com- 
mnnitas. Quod ergo commune est Patri et Filio, per hoc nos habere 
communionem et inter nos et secum. Serm. 212. ypiritus Sanctus 
uuitas amborum. De Trinitat. 1. XV. s. 27. Per Spiritum Sanctum insi- 
nuatur caritas, qua invicem se diligunt Pater et Filius.— -Esse, species 
rei et ordo. Confessio, 1, XIII. c. ll. de vera religione, s. 13. 

;t wtftf Tijy tStra^iV iiXu^og. 

t rev X^rey. These words, according to their proper con- 

nection, do not belong here, but are taken simply in the connection 
which Theodoret gave to them, for the purpose of attacking them. 
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Spirit is of like essence with the Son of God, ahd proceeds 
from the Father, let this be conceded ; bwt if it is meant to 
be said that he has his existence from the Son, or throngji the 
Sqo, let it be rejected as blasphemous and he refers for 
proof to John xv. ‘JG; 1 Corinth, ii. 12. Theodore andXheo- 
doret both eviflently intended here to combat but one and the 
same doctrine — that which, favoured the notion of.the creation 
of the Spirit. The same was the case, on the otha hand, in 
the Western church. When -the Webt-Gothi^ •church of 
Spain, in the time of king Reccared, went oveir from the 
Arian doctrine to the Nicene, tliat Western theory was first 
adopted as an addition to the Niceno- Constantinipolitan creed. ^ 
At the third ecclesi<isticdl assembly of Toledo, a.d. 589, the 
creed was presented with this addition, and semtence of con- 
demnation pronounced on those who did not believe that the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and Son, where evidently 
those were intended who still remained attached to the Ariaii 
doctrine which hitherto prevailed there.'}’ 

As we observed, the Oriental church was the proper the- 
atre for the coiitro\ersies on the doctrine of the Trinity, with 
regard to wiiich the Western church, in the main, kept itself 
more tranquil. 'I'he Aiiti-Niceiie doctrine had found here 
but few' advocates. The most ccmsiderable m^n among these 
latter was Auxentius, bishop of Milan, who was rather in- 
clined to Semi-Arianism, and who defended the symbol of faith 
drawn up at Rimini. The major part of his churdh being 
satisfied with him, he was protected by the emperor Valen- 
tinian, conformably with that prince’s maxim of toleration. 
After the death of Auxentius, in 37 4, a violent schism arose 
at the choice of a new bishop. Ambrose, wFo, as consular 
over the provinces of Liguria and iEmilia, had his head- 
quarters at Milan, deemed it necessary to go himself into 
the church, and exhort the people from the chancel to be, 
quiet. A child — perhaps so instructed — shouted the name of 

, * Spiritus Sanctus, qui procedit a Patre Filioque. 
f A conciliatory mean betwixt the two theories was offered by Au- 

f ustin’s explanation, that inasmuch as the Son has everything “from the 
ather, but everything as shared with the Father, so it might be said, 
$piritum Sanctum principaliter procedere a Patre. Augustin de Trini- 
tate, I. XV. c. 17, de civitate Dei, 1. XI. c. 24 ; £&id with this interme- 
diate view theories of an Athanasius and a Basil might also 
See above, ^ 
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Ambrose^ and this was considered to be a voice from God in 
favour of Ambrosft, wlio already, in his civil offices, had 
acquired universal esteem and love. The fact that he was but 
a catechumen 'was not allowed to be ai^- impediment. He 
was first baptized, and somewhat later ordained as bishop. The 
church of Milan afterwards came into critical situations, in 
wliich she >vas protected by the energy and firmness which 
Ambrose had acquired and preserved in other offices and in 
other relations. The empress dustina, the mother of the young 
emperor Yalentinian II., took advantage of his minority to 
contrive some method of introducing Arianism, A\hich had 
zealous friends among the leaders of the allied troops of the 
Goths. Had Ambrose yielded in a single point, had he given 
up to them a single chinch, they vould probably have conti- 
tinually gone on increasing their demands. It was said the 
gmperor had power to determine all matters within his go- 
vernment, that the churches belonged to him ; Ambrose, on 
the other hand, affirmed that they were en{ rusted to him by 
God. The })lans of Justina were met and defeated by his 
energy, finnness, and superior iiifiuence. 

Senii-Arianism and Arianism continued to predominate for 
some time anmng the rude jiopiilations, especially of German 
origin, which were during this period converted to Christi- 
anity ; because they had been first instructed by teachers who 
were attached to those principles ; because they held fast to 
the form in which they had once received Ciiristianity, and 
this very form may have constituted a convenient point of 
transition for these rude nations. This mode of apprehending 
the doctrine of the Trinity^ may have been better suited to 
them than the more completely developed Nicene view. It 
seems to have been a peculiarity of the Semi-Arian theologians, 
whereby perhaps they were better adapted to be teachers of the 
fude tribes of people, that, being less practised logicians, they 
adhered more tenaciously to the simple Bible doctrine, and 
were not for teaching anything .which they could not prove 
with the exactness of verbal testimony from the Bible. Hence 
they frequently offered it as an objection to the defenders oi 
t|te Nicene council, that they were obliged to have recourse 
to speculative ressoning,* instead of the Bible, to prove the 
HomoousionY 

* The Allan Maximinus says to Augustin i Si affinnaveris de divinis 
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To the rude populations, among whom Arianism found 
admission, belonged the Vandals. When, in 430, this tribe 
took possession of North Africa, there arose, under their kings, 
G;ensei‘ich and Hiinnerich, several violent persecutions against 
the adherents of the Nicene doctrine. In part, the Vandal 
princes wished to retaliate the oppressions which their compa- 
nions in the faith had to suffer in the Roman empire ; in part, 
those of their subjects ^vho agreed in faith with the Roman 
Christians were objects of suspicion to them ; and iff part tliey 
were led on by tlie rude, fanatical Arian clergy. Victor, 
bishop of Vita, in Numidia, near the close of the fifth century, 
wrote a history of this persecution. * 

But the new Nicene form of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
which at length obtained the victory over the older system of 
subordination, had an important influence also on the whole 
system of Christian theology. The emanation-doctrine in the 
Triad left still remaining a point of attachment, a foothold, fdr 
the emanation-theory ; and accordingly speculative questions 
of cosmogony might here find scope and encouragement, as in 
the case of Origen. But then, inasmuch as, by the consistent^ 
Athanasian system, the strong line of demarcation was drawn 
between that which is grounded in the essence of God, de- 
rived from that essence, and one and the sariie with it, and 
that which had been produced by a divine act of the will out 
of nothing * — that is, all which must be comprehended under 
the notion of a creature — so the Christian idea of Creation 
was thus preserved against all confusion with the emanation- 
theory. 

B. Doctrine concerning the Person of Christ. 

Closely connected with the history of the doctrine of 
Christas divine nature, is the history of the doctrine of his hu- 
man nature, and of tlie relation of the human element to' the 
divine in his person ; for the opposite tendencies in the mode 
of apprehending the former doctrine would extend their influ- 
ence also to the different modes of conceiving this latter. 
They who apprehended the notion of Christ’s diviiiily with 

scripturis, si alicubi scriptam lectionem protuleris,— nos divinarum 
scripturarum optamus inveniri discipuli. Augustinrc. Maximin. Arian. 

1. 1. s, 26. 

* Concerning the tneaning of this expression, see vol. Ill 
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greater exactness, would thereby be led to apprehend wjth 
more distinctness an^ precision the notion of his human nature, 
and t^draw a clearer line of separation between the predicates of 
the divine and the human nature, in order that they might secup 
themselves against the transfer of human finitude to the divine 
essence of Ciirist. On the other hand, those who represented 
to themselves the Logos as being the most perfect among all 
created beings, but still as not being God in the proper sense'* 
had therefcfre*no occasion for making precise and accurate dis- 
tinctions between the divine and human nature of Christ, since 
their conception of Christ’s divine nature did not exclude the 
supposition of a* certain finitude ; ar>d the not distinguishing 
here might in truth be advantageous to their system, and 
supply many proofs for their subordination-system, which 
would have been taken away from them by the distinction of 
two complete natures. And on this point Arius did actually 
aiopt into his system the older, still undefined and undevelopea 
doctrine, in the form which it had previous to the new stage of 
development to which it was carried by Tertullian, and more 
especially by Origeii. Arius and Eimomius * made the in- 
carnation of the Logos to consist simply in his becoming 
united with a human body. Thus they could now avail them- 
selves of all tlfbse passages of the New Testament in which 
they found anything expressed denoting a finite nature, hinting 
at a subordinate relation of Christ, as evidence against the 
doctrine \)f consubstantiality. But if in such passages the de- 
fenders of the Homoousion met them with the distinction of the 
two natures by which this was to be explained, then J:hey 
charged these defenders with denying the true personal unity 
of the God-man, with making the one Son of God and the one 
Christ two Sons of God and two Christs j — the same objec- 
tion which was made to Origen, in the preceding period, when 
he first gave systematic form to the doctrine of Christ’s com- 
plete human nature. 

Whilst, by Arius and Eunomius, the older church doctrine 
of Christ’s humanity was brought up anew, the older Sabel- 

* From Gregor. Nyss. orat. f. 482, it is plain that the words in the 
confession of faith of Eunomius must read as follows : ai/aXa/Bavra ix 

ica.i trufAaras 

t See Eunomius against Basil. Gregor. Nyssen. c. Eunom. orat. IV. 

f. 578. 
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lianisin and the older Samosatenianism was repeated over again 
ill the doctrines of Marcellos of Aneyr^, and of Photinue. 
As we have already remarked, Marcellus referred everything 
which seemed to denote a species of dependence, subordination, 
of limitation, not to the Logos by himself considered, but to 
his particular 'active efficiency,^ by virtue of which he had 
taken into union with himself also the human nature of Christ, 
To this particular efficiency, whereby the divine Logos ha^l, as 
it were, come forth from the liid(leii essence of God, he referred 
the entire human appearance of Christ, which- had foj its object 
t.o manifest God in liie sensible nature of man, to elevate man 
to God and to a participation in the divine life, and to pro- 
cure for him the victory over sin. Until tins object should be 
attained, the separate kingdom of Christ, growing out of this 
particular activity of the Logos, was to endure ; but as soon as 
the object was attained, G({d would withdraw back into him- 
self this efficiency of the Logos which had emanated froiA 
him, and the separate kingdom of Christ, tlierewith connected, 
would again resolve itself into the one, universal, eternal 
kingdom of God the Father — all which, as he supposed, could 
be shown from 1 Cor. xv. 28. This active energy \iyspyeia 
dpatrTLKi'i) of the Logos ho made to consist, however, in no- 
thing else than the inspiring with a soul th& human body, 
which the Logos, by so doing, appropriated to liimself. 
his opinion, which agrees in this respect with that of Beryllof 
Bostra, and of Sabellius, the entire personal existence und con- 
sciousness of Christ wsEs a result of this h'epyeia ^paerrue^. 
But here, according to his own theory, he must have been sur- 
prised by the question and the difficulty, “ What, then, was to 
become of the body of Christ, which had thus been animated 
with a soul and transfigured to an imperishable existence, when 
God should once more withdraw into himself the energy of the 
Logos, that had emanated from liim and liad effected all this ? 
IVl^rcellus, who was not a logical systematizer, who was actu- 
ated by only one single interest — that of holding fast the 
unity of the Christian consciousness of God, who ever took 
the stand of opposition to speculative caprice, and to the dog- 
matism which was for determining too many things, and would 
hold fast on nothing but what he believed he found expressly 
deteriuined in scripture— left the difficult^ unsolved j at the 
* The ivs^yiix tow Xoyea, • 
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same time affirming that it was not safe to determine anything 
^ this point, since^holy writ had given no definite solution of 
the question.* But the more logical Photinus, to whom the 
doctrine of the existence of God in Christ seemed less import- 
ant, was not to be satisfied with thus admitting the difficulty 
without resolving it ; and as he clearly undeistood and ex- 
pressed with precision the Sainosatenian theory, to whicii 
Marcellus unconsciously inclined in his doctrine of .the Logos, 
so he adopted also its peculiar representation of the human na- 
ture of Christ. -He made the hrepyeta dpafrrinj of the Logos 
here to consist, not in the animating of the body of Christ with 
a soul, but in the enlightening iriHuenoe of the Logos on the 
man Jesus, consisting of body and soul, whereby he stood pre- 
eminent over all other prophets and divine messengers, and 
became the Son of God.t 

In opposition to these two tendencies in the mode of con- 
(fijiving this doctrine, the Arian and the Pliotinian, the two 
others novv proceeded to form themselves in the dogmatico- 
polemical interest, maintaining, on the one hand, the complete- 
ness of the human nature of Christ, and, on the other, the true 
personal union of the two natures. According as the one or 
the other of these predominated, <lifFerences would now arise 
in the mode of^ipprehending this doctrine. Yet it was sought 

* Euseb. c. Marcell. 1. IT. c. 2, 4. 

t This representation of the doctrine of Photinus seems certainly to 
be in accordance with the majority of the reports of ancient writers : and 
it was this false doctrine which men do&ign#ed vvith the name Pholini- 
anisra, while at the same time they were accustomed to compate his 
theory with that of Pant of Samo.>-ata. But still the que^tion arises 
whether tl^se accounts are perfectly correct. The council of Sirmium 
in 351, directs against Photinus, among others also, the following 

anathema : E< ns to o Xoyos Xyi'nro aKev£c/)>^ Tcv Xoyev el, /uird- 

ifXo/u.ivijza'ra, av£/X>s<psvoci <r^v ffdpzx. It caimot 

be conceived how this could be said in oppositi< n to any Samosatenian 
tenet ; but it is altogether apropos, if Photinus. like his teacher 3Mar- 
cellus, and like Sabellius, derived the entire human existence of Christ 
from a certain irradiation of the Logos into the Perhaps, however, 

he dilfered from Marcellus precisely in this, that he explained the so- 
constituU^ personality of Christ as destined indeed to endure for ever, 
hht held that his kingdom was to last only for a certain definite period. 
The ancients do, indeed, sometimes compare Photinus with Sahellitis*, 
but it must be owned^their views of the difference between the doctrine 
of Paul and that of Sabellius were not clear, and this very circumstance 
may also have led them to a false representation of Photin’s doctrine. 
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at first to hold fast the theory of personal unity along with the 
completeness of the human nature taken into union witiH 
the Logos, as the essential thing ; in doing which many dif- 
ferences in particular modes of conception, might have existed, 
without encroaching on the unity of faith.* The most eminent 
church- teacher^, such as Athanasius, Basil of Cagsarea, Gre- 
gory of Nazianzen, laboured to preserve the unity^ of faith on 
this side, a*id to suppress those schisms which were now ej^^ist- 
ing in the bud; but the gernj of antagonisms "wAs already 
formed, which could no longer be suppressed,* but njpst go on 
to develope themselves without stop or hindrance. 

Especially important was the influence of* the two great 
church- teachers of Cappadocia, Gregory of Nazianzen and 
Gregory of Nyssa, on the development of this doctrine. We 
find in them the further prosecution of the tendency which 
commenced with Origen. They adopted from Origen the 
doctrine, that the Logos united himself, by the mediation of 
a rational human soul (of a voepd), with the sensiious 
nature. The essential point of tliis union, the characteristic 
mark of the personal unity, they placed in this, namely, that 
the divine Logos took all the parts of human nature into fellow- 
ship with himself, and pervaded them. They affirmed, it is 
true, that this permeation took place potentially from the 
first moment of the human existence ; but, with Origen, they 

* As, for example, Hilary of Poictiers expressed in his own, peculiar 
mode of apprehending the d<^trine as follows: Christum sibi animam 
assumsisse ex se et corpus per se, i. e., a soul derived in some way from 
his divine essence, to which it was especially related ; and a body mira- 
culously so wrought by the divine informing power, that although in 
shape it resembled other human bodies, it was yet of a more exalted 
nature, so that to all sensuous affections which he was not liable to by any 
necessity of nature, he voluntarily subjected himself to secure a parti- 
cular object in view, viz., the salvation of man, aetr* oimvoiAtav. See 
Hilar, de Trinitate, 1. IX. et X. A doctrine similar to that set forth in 
the preceding period by Clement of Alexandria, according to which, it 
must be admitted, especially so far as it concerns the view of Hilary, that 
the ideal of purely human virtue, which Christ must present, in order to 
be the Redeemer of mankind and the author of a new moral creation in 
humanity, could not be rightly understood. To this theory of the body, 
Hilary suffered himself to be misled by the false ascetic theory which 
derived sin particularly from the sensuous nature. As it respects the 
other position, however, the correct notion hovered j)efore his mind, that 
the human nature of Christ cannot be regarded as one that came in the 
natural course of the development of sinful humanity. 
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taught at the same time that its consequences, in respect to 
all the parts of hujnan nature, did not unfold themselves until 
after Christ’s resurrection f that, after his ascension to glory, 
his ^ody also becajne transfigured to a form analogous with 
the divine essence^ See vol. I. 

In refutation of the charge brought by Euifomius, that, by 
the supposition of a complete human nature in Christ, along 
with the divine nature, a duality was ascribed to liim, Gregory 
of Nyssa^safys : “ Beyond question, such a duality would find 
place, if, s^along* with the divine nature, there existed in Christ 
another alien one in its own peculiar characteristic marks and 
properties. But as everything had been transformed after the 
analogy of the divine nature, into which the human has arisen, 
as wood into the fire, such a distinction no longer holds good.”* 
From this theory was derived the argument for a transfer of 
the divine predicates to the human nature, and vice versa ; 
for a reciprocal interchange of attributes. “f As, in the case 
of Gregory of Nyssa, the principles of the Origenistic system 
of faith appear everywhere more sharply defined than they do 
in the case of Gregory of Nazianzen ; so he maintained that 
the glorified body of Christ, by that sublimation (ayaKpaorig) 
into the essence of the divine nature, laid aside gravity, shape, 
colour, limitation, all the properties of the sensuous nature ; 
a proper human nature was to be ascribed to it only during 
the period of its earthly appearance. Hence also he taught 
the dt^ctrine of the omnipresence of the glorified body of 
Christ : After the same manner as Christ exists in the super- 
terrestrial regions, so also he exists with us in all parts of the 
world.”!; 

In opposition to this theory, derived from the Origenistic 
theology, came forth another system, which once more exerted 

* We see here much that is analogous to the later Monophysitism. 
See Gregor. Nyss. orat. 4, f. *589, T. III. 265. His ep. ad Theo- 
phUum. 

f The a.vvifii^Uraffts rZv which afterwards became the 

occasion of so much controversy. 

X Giegory of Nazianzen expresses himself more temperately. He 
says we should not attribute to the glorified body of Christ any properly 
sensuous qualities, but neither again a spiritual essence d.<rtufmirss)\ 
that it is impossible^to determine any thing more than this respecting the * 
nature of his glorified body Gregor. Naz. orat. 

4d, f. 641. 

Voli. IV. H 
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a special influence on the course of development of the 
doctrine we are considering : namely, th^t of the younger 
Apollinaris, a man thoroughly trained in the study of the 
ancient Greek literature, and a native of Laodicea in Syria, 
of which city he finally became bishop. The great effort of 
this teacher was again to suppress the doctrine of a perfect 
human nature taken up into indissoluble union with the divine 
Logos, whicli had been first brought into systematic fi^nn 
and obtained authority by means of Origen ; and, instead of 
it, to establish on a firm footing, by new logical grounds and 
trains of argument, the original doctrine of the union of the 
Logos solely with the human body. In the ease of Apolli- 
naris, the interest of Christian faith was combined with the 
interest of scientific speculation. He was especially intent, 
like the older Patripassianists, to preserve this point inviolate, 
and without any curtailment to the faith — that God revealed 
himself to him immediately in the appearance of Christ, that 
nothing intervened to shut him out from the immediate relation 
to God. This, however, as it seemed to him, was not the case 
with the theory introduced by Origen and adopted by the 
church ; for in this it seemed to him that the immediate mani- 
festation of God in Christ was not recognized, but only a 
human spirit was represented as the organ of the divine mani- 
festation. In the next place, it was his opinion, that it be- 
longed to the scientific exposition to bring out into clear con- 
sciousness what was contained in the church faith, «and to 
examine, moreover, v/hether it corresponded to the essence of 
pure Christianity ; whether some Jewish or pagan element 
had not mixed in with the faith of Christians, as might easily 
happen, when the faith was proceeding onward in its uncon- 
scious development. It was by a credulity which did not stop 
to examine, that Eve suffered herself to be betrayed.* At the 

The words of Apollinaris are: m'vecv Thv SiyaSoi m 

(against those who were constantly appealing only to faith, 
and repelling all new dogmatic investigations as hostile to faith! 
Against such he would say, that faith, considered by itself alone, mere 
believing, was of no value ; but everything depended on the examina* 
ti(m whether tlmt which was the object of faith, really answered to the 
essence of Christian piety). Mfjli ESa ervnnyxnv an^iTd0‘96p 

Kect^ rjjv ruv en-a/, fJi 

raUis Tm *EXX«jWifji « run 'lovtxMf GrcgOr. NyiS# 

Antirrhetic. adv. Apollinar. sec, iv. p. 130 . 
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basis, then, of this exposition by Apollinaris, lay the principle, 
that the end to be sought in a scientific examination of the 
chujpch system of faith was to preserve the purely Christian 
elements of that faith from the intermixture of foreign Jewish 
and pagan elements; and, where such an intermixture had 
already taken place, to purge away the dross. How salutary 
would hav^ been the effect on the Christian life, how many 
errors adulterating pure Christianity would havfe been pre- 
vented frt)iiS being propagated by church tradition to the follow- 
ing centuries, if this principle of Apollinaris had been received 
appropriated, and consistently applied ! 

Apollinaris Supposed he was able to demonstrate with ma 
thematical certainty^ how it was necessary for any one to re- 
gal'd the person of Christ if he would consistently recognize 
him as the God -man. “ Either,” said he, speaking against 
the doctrine of the union of the deity and humanity in Christ 
conceived after the manner above described, “either the pian 
who was taken into union witli the divine Logos retained his 
own self-determining free-will ; and in this case it was impos- 
sible that any true personal union could take place. The man 
endowed with a free-will is but an organ, through which the 
Logos acts, in like manner as he made prophets and holy men 
serve as orgahs of his activity.'!' Christ differs only in degree 
from other divinely enlightened messengers of God. He is 
not the God-man, but only a divine man, just as believers come 
to be : — only a man serving as an organ of the divine will.f 
Or we must suppose, that the human nature suffered the loss of 
its free-will in this union with the divine Logos. But, as this 
belongs to the essence of human nature^ the latter, in losing 
the free-will, ceases to be any longer a human nature, and 
consequently nothing more is now to be said of a union of 
divinity and humanity. At the same time it is not to be 
conceived that God, the creator of human nature, would so 
deprive it of that which constitutes its essence, and conse- 
quently annihilate it.”§ 

* Tm/uttir^ixetis xat dpKyxats. 

*f 29<ptet povv (iv6ou<!rev, au<rft Si xa) h L. C. 215. 

J aXX* L. C. 255. 

§ rav uvvt^ovfftou tc ftit i^pou etun^atfO'iov' ei/ ^ 

TM# aiirijr. h» C. 245, 

. h2 
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Apollinaris, therefore, who took the same liberty of draw- 
ing liis own conclusions from the positions^ of his opponents, 
and arguing against them, as his opponents took with regard 
to .his, and so of ^barging them with all the consequences 
which seemed necessarily to flow from their principles judged 
from his own point of view, laid it as a charge against his 
antagonists that, like Paul of Samosata and Phptinus, they 
recognized In Christ not the God-man, but only the divine 
man that they made of Christ two persons, f\v5 Sons of 
God, a Son of God in the proper sense, and a Son ef God in 
the improper sense, j 

The doctrine concerning Christ, as the GV>d-man, Apol- 
linaris held to be the properly characteristic and fundamental 
doctrine of Cliristianity. That Christ was a man united with 
God, and performed miracles in the exercise of a divine 
power, he supposed, even Jews and Pagans might concede, as 
the Jews said the same thing in fact of Elijaii ; but faith irf 
the God-man was that which constituted the Christian. | 

But how then did Apollinaris realize to himself, from his 
own point of view, the idea of the God-man, which seemed to 
him so important? Two beings persisting in their complete- 
ness, he conceived, could not be united into one whole. Out of 
the union of the perfect human nature wdth the De'ity one person 
never could proceed, § and more particularly the rational soul of 
the man could not be assumed into union with the divine Logos 
so as to form one person. This was the- negative side of fhe doc- 
trine of Apollinaris: but, as to its positive side, this was 
closely connected with his peculiar views of human nature. 
He supposed, with many others of his time, that human nature 

^ To av^aei/^ov hhov rov X^kttov ovo/xk^hv, tvayriov s7m/ u'Toa'-ToXi* 

jorns fjiXXoTPUjv Se oruvd^euv, riavXov Se »ai <ta>Ttivoy xst) 

Tjjf 'r<j;«yT^5 dtoc.(rr^d(py]s xaTtk^xt. 13.5, 1. C. Ozi his OWU 
principles he understood the words av^^w'xos and Buog as synony- 
mous; since, according to his theory, a man composed of spirit and 
body, in whom God dwelt, could be none else than a divine man 
specially actuated by the Divine Spirit. It is deserving of notice, also, 
how wrongly he conceived of the doctrine of his contemporary, Mar- 
cellas of Ancyra. See above. 

t A son ^vtrsi, and a son barely Sto-a. See 1. c. p. 209, p. 185, 232. 

I L. c. p. 184. ♦ 

§ A maxim of Apollinaris: E/ tiXs/su Oso? rikiU$ 

vioi, L. c. 223. 
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consisted of three parts — the rational soul, which constitutes 
the essence of mah’s nature the animal soul, which is the 
principle of animal life ;f and the body, between which and 
the spirit that soul is the intermediate pt;inciple. The body, 
by itself considered, has no faculty of desire; but this soul, 
which is united with it, is the source and fountain of the 
desires that struggle against reason. This soul Apollinaris 
believed he found described also by the apostle Paul in the 
passage where he speaks of the flesh striving against the 
spirit. J ^he human, mutable spirit was too weak to subject* 
to itself this resisting soul ; hence the domination of the sinful 
desires. In or^er, therefore, to the redemption of mankind 
from the dominion of sin, it was necessary that an immutable 
divine spirit, the Logos himself, should enter into union 
with these two parts of human nature. It does not pertain to 
the essence of that lower soul, as it does to the essence of the 
higher soul, that it should determine itself ; but, on the con- 
trary, that it should be determined and ruled by a higher 
principle. But the human spirit was too weak for this ; the 
end and destination of human nature, therefore, is realised 
when the Logos, as an immutable divine spirit, rules over this 
lower soul, and thus restores the harmony between the lower 
and the higher principles in man’s nature.§ 

In this way Apollinaris supposed that he avoided all the 
diflSculties which attended the other theoiy, and that he had 
demonstrated how the divine and human natures in Christ 
naust be conceived to be united into personal unity. Christ, 
like every other man, consisted of three parts, of spirit, soul, 
and body ; but with this difference, that in his case the place of 
the weak and mutable human spirit was filled by an immutable 
divine spirit ; for this reason, therefore, is Christ also the God- 
man, a name which could not otherwise be ascribed to him. 
This difference between Christ and other men Apollinalis be- 
lieved might also be clearly pointed out in his life. All 
human development is progressive ; it proceeds from conflict 

♦ ■'Xoyixhj voug. f The aXoyog. 

I L. c. p. 138. 

^ Thfe V6V5 is, by nature, the the a>.oyos, the 

Ov» to a.ii(t^u9rnoH yivog h' 

i'Xdy aXXds %iot ffapxsgy ^ ^vtrtKev /jav to hyitAonv%tr4at^ 

Si ir(*ivTov voy, v^ocrlorTovrog txvTn 
^XXet iruvoi^fjLoXofroi afiiaffTSf 
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and .effort, for the very reason that the human spirit is a 
rtiutable one, which can only seek to subject the inferior soul 
to itself by degrees. But we find nothing of this kind in the 
case of Ciirist, who from the first ruled the.inferior soul by his 
transcendent, divine Spirit.* The union of the divine Logos 
with a perfect human nature takes place only in the case of 
individual believers, who, by their fellowship with the God- 
man, are made to partake of Ids victory over sin and his (},o- 
minion over the inferior soul.f IWith this theory ^A*pollinaris 
’^lieved he possessed the advantage of being able^ without 
harm to the unaltered properties of all parts of the human 
nature which the divine Logos assumed into uhion with him- 
selfj to affirm the unity of person, and, as evidence of this, the 
interchange of attributes.! He was fond of certain expressions 
entirely at variance with the scripture phraseology, and which 
began now for the first time to become current, God died, 
God was born.”§ He maintained that worship was due to the* * § 
sensuous nature united with the Logos in one person ;|| a 
thing which, on the other hand, they who attributed to Christ 
a perfect human nature could not maintain, without adding a 
fourth essence to the Trinity. He nov\^ brought it as a charge 
against his opponents that they were obliged to suppose a 
change in Christ’s body, a deification of it contradictory to its 
own nature, and to represent the true union of the divinity 
and the humanity as being the result of Christ’s resurrection 
of which charge the above described theory of Gregory of 
Nyssa, and other theologians trained in the school of Origen, 
especially, furnished the occasion. He controverted the theory 
of the human omnipresence of Christ, teaching that Christ, 
although in respect to his body he was in heaven, yet in 
respect to his divine essence united with the body, is every- 
where with believers.** 

* The niference of Apollinaris : oV^ifi,iec, oUrKn^is wk aja wwf 

L. c. 221. 

f *£» xet) v<ro red Bt/ov vtfw vtXtlvm 

i kva-n f^trakdfA^etvti o-Jif XvirtA/s i li> fifitTv 

attroxUnrof vovsy xeef o&ov olxilet leturov P. 220. In the <5886 of 

Christ, there was only a — in that of individual btUevers, 

lem oXat» Av^^urov. I The rm 

§ See I. c. 264. „ II 241. t See 1, c. p. 277, 284. 

** xet) h eijavea ovrof rev (rdfjta.res, icrrt 

X%m$ reS etlmeg, C. 59. p. 286. 
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According to this connection of ideas, it would seem that in 
the same manner the older Patripassianists conceived ot the 
whole being of God as constituting the animating soul of the 
human body in which it dwelt, so also Apollinaris would con- 
ceive of the whole being of the divine Logos as constituting 
the animating soul in the human nature of Jes«s. In this case, 
however, it is dilficult to explain liow a man of his sagacity 
co^ld fail to be struck with the great difficulties attending such 
a supposJli(jn. Yet, to judg^ from a single remark of Apolli- 
naris, it ^ould seem that, in endeavouring to avoid these diffi- 
culties, and to make the matter clearly conceivable, he touched, 
without intending it, upon the ideas of Beryll of Bostra and of 
Sabellius, and Mi into that view of the personality of Christ 
according to which it was not one commensurate with the 
whole being of the Logos, but formed from a certain influx or 
irradiation of the Logos into the human body.* 
o 


It is a remark of Apollinaris, which is to be found in Gregory of 
Nyssa, c. 29, and which appeared to that father himself somewhat 
obscure. On the language of Christ, in the gospel of John, “My 
Father works hitherto, and I work,” he observes that Christ here places 
his own action on an equality with that of the Father, according to the 
spirit ; but that, according to the flesh, he makes a distinction ftiv 

Tflv Kctrk xxra ^vtvpuix). Ncxt he gOeS On tO 

say, that this expression denotes, on the one hand, the equality in respect 
of power ; on the other, the distinction as to the mode of action, in 
respect^f the flesh j by virtue of which, John v. 21, he did not quicken 
all, but those whom he willed. r^v £v l>vvafjt,u ?raX/v ieroriiTa 

xeci Tilt xoira o-ec^xx t^s hx'i^itrivy wv oh rfcivrx} eikXa 

r/m?, out ytkrio’iv.') Yet here Apollinaris plainly fixes a distinction 
between the unlimited, infi^nite activity of the Logos, considered by him- 
self, and his limited activity, affected by the existence in the flesh. So 
far as Christ is conscious of his being one with God, he ascribes to him- 
self the power, like the Father, to impart life to all ; so far as his being 
is condiUoned by the he is conscious of being able to awaken to 
life (which Apollinaris understood without doubt as referring to the 
resurrection of the body) only in a limited degree. Thus the Logos 
does not reveal himself here in a way that corresponds to his divine 
essence, considered by itself, but in one that corresponds to his form of 
manifestation conditioned and determined by the animated by 

him with a rational soul. But this point in his system he probably 
did not make any clearer to himself. Had he made clear to his 
owi» consciousness what lay at the bottom of this, his theory, he would 
have been forced tO£we up a great deal which he felt it to be extremely 
important to hold mt. The conflicting elements in his system here 
come into collision 
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Ajpollinaris had no intention to separate himself from the 
Catholic church, to set up a particular theoi^y at variance with 
the old church doctrine, and found a distinct sect ; for he was 
convinced that the essence of the church doctrine was expr^sed 
in a consistent manner only in his own theory, and that the 
scheme which had proceeded from the Origenistic school was 
self-oontradictory. Accordingly, he could with honesty sub- 
scribe, through his delegates, the articles which were estab- 
lished by the aforesaid synod helcj at Alexandria, A.h. 362, in 
opposition to the above-described Arian doctrine concerning 
Christ’s human nature. He directed his name to be subscribed 
to the articles, by which the hypothesis of a body without soul 
or spirit (crw/ia aipvxoy icai arorjrov) in Christ was condemned ; 
for he also did, in fact, suppose a soul which belonged in con- 
nection with the body, and also a spirit which directed the soul 
in Christ. He believed that all this was first presented and 
established by his own theory in a tenable form, and in a way* 
which corresponded to the idea of the God-man.* But when 
Apollinaris came out more openly with his doctrine, and sup- 
posed that he had demonstrated in an irrefragable manner what 
belonged to the completeness of the conception of the God -man, 
Athanasius affirmed, in opposition to him, that the true Christ 
was incapable of being construed by human reasen.j 

The controversy which was carried on against the doctrines 
of Apollinaris led men to think of the necessarj’^ connection be- 
tween the recognition of a perfect, spiritual, and sensuous 
human nature, and the doctrine concerning that which consti- 
tuted a Redeemer and the redemption, in its more exact rela- 
tions to a systematic body of divinity. 

Athanasius, for example, in his work against Apollinaris, 
alleges, in opposition to his doctrines, substantially the follow- 
ing reasons ; “ How could Christ represent for us the pattern 
of the holy life after which we ought to strive, if his nature 
was not entirely homogeneous with ours? He could not 
redeem human nature in its completeness, unless he had him- 
gelf assumed all the parts of which it consists.” He points to 

* See the explanation of Apollinaris himself, in his letter to the Synod 
at Diocsesarea. Leontius Byzantin. c. fraudes Apollinaristarum, in 
Oanisii lectiones antiquse. T. f. 608, ed. Basnage. 

f *0 iXfi^nos oifx d.v$^eo^ivQU XeytffjtAOV Adv. 

Apollinaristas, 1. 1, sec. 13 
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those affections and actions of Christ which could be conceived 
only as belonging a human soul ; as, for example, his sorrow 
and mortal agony, his praying, his descent to Hades for the 
redemption of the spirits in prison.* If Apollinaris says that 
Christ could not assume the human soul fPee from sin, without 
subjecting it to a violence destructive of its essential nature, 
such a theory, Athanasius alleged, whereby sin was supposed 
to a necessary thing in human nature, led to ]Vl^nicheism.| 
Accordi nf So this, sin would be the nature of man, aud 
freedom jFrom sin stand in contradiction with his nature. 
But 'directly the opposite was the case, freedom from sin 
was rnan^s original nature ; it w^as only by reason of the 
corruption of that original nature, sin had obtained such 
dominion over it. Christ elevated it once more to its original 
freedom. Tliere lay here, at the bottom of the controversy 
between the two theories, different conceptions with regard to 
freedom, which somewhat later, amidst the Pelagian disputes, 
were still more clearly brought out. Apollinaris understood 
by freedom, the freedom of choice ; Athanasius understood by 
it, freedom lo goodness, to moral development undisturbed by 
anything of a foreign nature. Gregory of Nazianzen says, in 
opposition to Apollinaris : Christ must, in his character of 
Redeemer, appear in human nature, not barely because he made 
use of human nature as a sensible veil, and must bring down 
the divine element to man’s apprehension in this sensible veil ; 
for if so, he might in truth have chosen any other sensible 
veil as the organ for its manifestation ; but he must as^me 
the human nature, in order to make ma7i holy ; consequently 
he must assume the whole man, consisting of soul and body.” 

* The opinion, however, is assuredly without any foundation, that the 
opposition to Apollinarianism led to the adoption into the Apostles^ 
Creed of the article respecting the design of Christ’s descensus ad inferos; 
for this must far rather have been made a prominent point long before 
this, in opposition to the Gnostics, w'ho wholly denied the descensus 
Christ! ad inferos. Apollinaris did not deny this, although his oppo- 
nents objected to him, that this, as well as many other doctrines belong- 
ing to the essence of orthodoxy, could not be reconciled with his theory. 
We have his own words, in which he holds forth this doctrine ; if it be 
true that it is the ^me Apollinaris who is cited in the Catena Nicephori, 
Lips. 1772, T. I. I'US. He considered this descensus as constituting a 
part of the pain ana anguish of Christ’s death, 

f Ep, ad Cledon. and orat. 51 
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Moreover, through public synodal articles, the opposition 
to Ihe doctrine of Apollinaris was expressed by Western 
councils subsequent to the year 376, and by the second general 
council of Constantinople. Yet no more new articles of 
doctrine concerning' the divine and human nature in Christ 
were publicly established in this controversy. 

Eemark. — T he continuation of tlie history of the devel^op- 
ment of this doctrine follows in the next section. i c 


END OF PART FIFTH OF THE ORIGINAL, 
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CONTINUATION OF THE FOURTH* SECTION. 


History of the Doctrine concerning the Person of Christ, 

• 

From the time of the Apollinarian disputes, the different ten- 
dencies already noticed by us as existing at an earlier period, 
in the mode of apprehending the doctrine concerning the per- 
son of Christ, proceeded to unfold themselves to more decided 
Opposition, according as the doctrine was set forth either in 
antithesis to the scheme of Apollinaris, or to that of Photinus. 
This difference of doctrinal tendencies was not grounded 
merely, however, in a difference of outward and local rela- 
tions : it had its still deeper ground in an essential difference 
pervading the whole dogmatic spirit. Those who were pre- 
dominantly iifclined to the side of feeling and religious con- 
templation, made it their chief concern, in opposition to the 
Photinian views, — which recognized only a distinction of 
degree"' between the Son of God and other enlightened and 
holy men, — to bring out distinctly the difference of kind 
between tlie fact of God’s becoming man, and a mere in- 
fluence of God upon a man ; and to fix the attention upon the 
incomprehensible and inexplicable side of the mystery. Those, 
on the other hand, who were more inclined to seek after clear 
and* well-defined conceptions for the understanding, made it 
their chief object to distinguish and separate in their concep- 
tions those elements which, in feeling and the mere intuitions 
of feeling, were apt to be confounded together ; and thus, in 
opposition to Gnostic and Apollinarian modes of apprehen- 
sion, they were led to insist upon the abiding distinction of the 
divine and human natures, each retaining its own separate 
individuality. The first of these tendencies we find more 
plirticulariy repi€sented in the church and school of Alexan- 
dria j the other, in the church and school of Antioch. This 
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difFi^rence may in part be accounted for by what we have 
already said, in the introduction to this section, concerning the 
general character of these schools. • 

The Antiochian school could hardly fail to be led, by its 
prevailing historico-grammatical tendency, to give more im- 
portance than*dthers were wont to do, to the human side in 
the life of Christ. Where an allegorical or otherwise arti^pJal 
method of rnterpretation easily contrived means to obscure •the 
plainly manifested human element in the life o^ (5hrist, the 
principles of interpretation adopted by that church ‘naturally 
produced the contrary effect. While other schools adjusted 
and interpreted all the appearances brought *to view in the 
gospel narrative, according to a doctrinal conception of Christ 
already fixed and established^ this school, on the other hand, 
formed its conception of Christ from the gospel history. On 
determining the sense of those passages v here Christ iiimself 
speaks of his knowledge as being, in a certain respect, limited^ 
they could not be so easily satisfied with the forced explana- 
tions to which others had recourse. The simple contemplation 
and exposition of the gospel narrative led men, like Diodorus 
of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, to adopt such views of 
Christ as did not exclulcie the idea of a process of development 
in him corresponding to the ordinary course of fluman nature, 
and like that, in a certain sense, progressively advancing and 
making its way through trials and difficulties. This mode of 
representation, however, either was not, or did not continue to 
be, in the case of Theodore, a mere isolated notion, taken up 
for some immediate purpose ; but it formed a necessary organic 
member in the well-concocted whole of his dogmatic system, 
whose central point was the doctrine concerning Christ. In 
order to a right understanding of this, it will be necessary here 
for us to go back and consider certain points pertaining t© his 
doctrine of human nature, which cannot be seen in their pro- 
per place and relation without taking into view the latter. 

Theodore supposes two portions or states in the entire history 
of the creation : the rational nature, left, at all stages of its 
existence, to itself — changeable, and exposed to temptations ; 
— and) on the other hand, the rational nature, raised, by the 
communication of a divine life pervading and transfiguring it, 
above the limitation of a finite existence, aelivered from all 
temptations and conflicts, and placed in an unchangeable state 
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of moral purity. -The one portion extends to the general 
resurrection, the other follows after it.^ Man, who is the 
representation of God’s image for the whole creation, is the 
medium of transition from the first of these states to the second. 
This transition could be no otherwise brought about than by 
the elevation of the human nature itself to cdmmunion with 
and, Jby means of this, to a life exalted above change 
an(^ temptation. This was the end of Christ’s appearance, by 
which GoS’s image first became truly realized in human nature ; 
man,first^aised to that dominion over all nature, for which he 
was destined at the creation, and made the object of reverence 
and worship fof all created beings.^ Now, in order to ac- 
complish this, God must take upon him liuman nature in its 
peculiar condition of mutability, and, by means of the conflicts 
and temptations which belong to this state, form it for that 
higher condition which is the end of all development. Human 
Mature must appear therefore, at first, even in Christ, as a 
nature subjected to temptations and conflicts ; and this pre- 
supposes a free-will, in which is implied, though without the 
presence of sinfulness or of any actual sin, yet the possibility 
of sinning.^ Without such a free, self-determining will, a 

* Excerpta ISfarii Mercatoris ed. Garnier. p. 100. Placuit Deo in 
duos status dividere creaturam ; unum quidem, qui prsesens est, in quo 
mutabilia omnia fecit; alterum autem qui futurus est, cum rcnovans 
omnia ad immutabilitatem transfcret. 

t See the fragment of Theodore, in the book written on purpose to 
refute him, by Johannes Philoponus. It contains his commentary ou 
the history of the creation, in Genesis, 1. VI. c. 10. 'O rat t-jJ; 
u»6vt}$ »fj,7v 'hiaauffui /aat/Xa^gvof, Vvoc d.&oivaTOv r\ 

xmt atraiVTav sdg ou^tevov ccvtjyoiy-iv tat/rw (ruvdiypcci, /vci jtAV) fJt.ovQV iif 

rvy^avafv, <rpo<TKvvfirKi kt'ktius, akka, ya^ ko.) Kccra 

TavTfX, (po^i^os T8 XXI xHonl^ovksvTOs p <ro7; IvavTia/;, atVs 

n akkojcaffiv v'jcsfj^ivuv aloffn &»v. According to this theory, he could 
the eighth Psalm, it is true, as relating immediately to human 
nature in general ; biu yet maintain that, in its highest meanirjg, and in 
the whole extent of its contents, it refers to Christ, as the one in whom 
ail that is said in this Psalm of liuman nature, became first fully realized. 
See the fragment of his commentary on the eighth Psalm, in Corderii 
Catena in Psalmos, f. 160. Comp. Coucil. cecum. V. Collat IV. c. 19. 

I Hence Theodore supposed in the history of the temptation, which 
he considered as a transaction of the inner sense through the medium of 
a visionary appearance and communication of the evil spirit, an inward 
possibility in Christ of being tempted, so that he victoriously withstood 
the temptation by the power of his will, the fragment from Theo- 
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true human nature cannot exist. Conflid: by means of free- 
will appeared, moreover, to Theodore the nd?essary condition of 
all progress in the development of rational creatures. Wi+hout 
this the bestowment of that higher state of immutability, to 
which Christ was to attain by the resurrection, and to which 
through him mankind and the whole world of spirits was also 
destined to attain, could appear no otherwise than as as? ^^ct 
of God’s ^bitrary will ; not, as it is represented^ in satVed 
scripture, the merited reward of* a victorious confiict.* Now 
in this way Theodore might have been led to the (Mctrine of 
a deification of the human nature in Christ, somewhat like the 
later Socinian view, and consequently excluding the notion of 
a true being of God in Christ. But he was remote from this, 
so far at least as he expressed himself with consciousness. He 
sincerely adopted the doctrine of the church respecting the 
divine incarnation. He by no means accommodated himself, 
barely in compliance with prevailing authority, to the ex- 
pressions of the church, meaning to explain them in a dif- 
ferent and alien sense ; but he wished to frame to himself, 
after the analogy of human nature and his contemplation of 
the life of Christ, a definite conception of that which is to be 
understood by Christ as God-man in his earthly appearance. 
The progressive deification of the human nature in Christ up 
to the time of his ascension to glory, he contemplated as a 
consequence and effect of the original and hidden union, — the 
very end for which God had appropriated the human nature 
even from its birth ; but this union, existing from the first 
and pre-supposed through the whole life of Christ, by virtue 
of his constantly victorious conflict, revealed itself in a gra- 

dore’s work against the emperor Julian, published by Mtinter, fragmenta 
patrum Grsecorum, fascic. I. “ The end of the temptation, ha K(x,6a,^m 

eh kXka rcf 

U.thetBees, Truoet^ofAtvos.’'* 

* L. c. Concil. V. Collat. IV. Ita et animam Christi utpote humanam 
et sensus participem (partaking of human feelings and affections) priiis 
accipiens et per resurrectionem in immutabilitatem constituens, sic et 
nobis eorumdem istorum per resurrectionem prabnit communionem. 
Post resurrectionem e mortuis et in ccelos ascensum impassibilis factns 
et immutabilis. Before his resurrection Christ was mutabilis in cogita- 
tionibus suis j it was not till after his resurrection he became immutabills. 
In this ^nse he explains 1 Tim.: iv vni'^Actn, referring it to 

the first communicated to him in its strict and proj^' 

sense by the Divine Spirit after the resurrection. 
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dually progressive manner in its effects, as the orderly process 
of the developmentgof human nature required.^ By virtue of 
that union he developed his human faculties, both moral and 
intelfectual, far more rapidly than other men ; hence, in his 
temptations, be was not left to himself, "but came oft' viclo- 
rious by means of this union, although not v»ithout the co- 
operation of bis own free will. In a measure always pro- 
polTr' ‘onate td the bent of his own will manifested in the conflict, 
was revealed through him the divine power of the Logos 
constantljj, united with him, thus raising him step by step to 
continually higher degrees of glory, till he attained to the 
highest and moat perfect degree after his resurrection. Thus 
Theodore could now apply, even to the humanity of Christ, 
a principle to which he attached the greatest importance ; 
namely, that there is no such thing as unconditional predesti- 
nation, that this is uniformly conditioned by the foreknowledge 
mf the bent of the human wilL'|' God ordained the man Jesus 
to that supreme dignity which he was to receive in part from 
the time of his birth, and to enjoy in its whole extent after the 
resurrection, because he foreknew that his will would per- 
severe in its fidelity through every temptation. 

Let us illustrate these statements by citing some of the ex- 
planations of Theodore himself : — Thus we see him,” says 
he, before the cross, hungry and athirst ; afraid, and of 
many things ignorant ; for out of himself he brought with 
• 

* Theodore’s fundamental principle. Concil. V. Collat, IV. c. 49. 
Gratia data naturam non immutat. 

t Even the ancients justly, observed the inner connection between the 
Christology and the anthropology of the Antiochian school, and the 
affinity grounded on this circumstance between Pelagianism and Nesto- 
rianism. Vid. Phot, cod. 54, which is an extract from an ancient writing 
against Peiagianisna and Nestorianism, belonging to the early times of 
the sixth century, ’wherein it is said ; o7 (the Pelagians) 

Ttu d.jro&^a.ffvvovTcti (they attribute too much to the man, to 

the free will in^ believers), et airns voZ t/sZ 

Xjfiftiuf rhv.avrhv ^tetvolxv xa) roXfiav t^oucru On the Other Side, as, for 
instaiK^, in the case of Augustin, his opposite views of anthropology 
stood in connection with his opposite Christological notions. Thus he 
adduced the mode of union between the divinity and humanity in Christ, 
in proof of the assertion, that the operations of divine grace could not be 
conditioned on the merit of the human will. Neque enim et ipse ita 
verbo Dei conjunctus, ut ipsa conjunctione unus Filius Dei et idem ipse 
uiius filius hominis neret, praecedentibus suae voluntatis meritis fecit* . 
Augustin, de peccatorum meritis et remissione. L. 11, 6,27. 
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liim the purpose of virtue.’*^ Of this Isaiali testifies, when he 
sa/s, ‘ Before the child understands and^ distinguishes good 
and evil, he resists the evil to choose the good.’ Is. vii. 16.t 
That is, before he came to the age at which other mdn are 
usually able to distinguish what ought to be done, he knew 
how to distingJiish good and evil, because he possessed some- 
what beyond that which belongs to other men ; for if, even 
among ouyselves, we often meet with those ^ho, tfif^h^h 
children in years, yet discover great wisdom, in so CUuch as to 
excite the wonder of those that oehold them, much nmre must 
the man of whom we speak have surpassetl all others itt the 
same period of life He ascribed, therefore^ to our Saviour, 
at every period of his earthly life, a knowledge transcending 
the limits of ordinary human knowledge, and, in general, a 
knowledge far exceeding the capabilities of human nature ; 
but still no participation in the divine omniscience. His 
theory enabled him to take those passages in which Christ 
declares himself to be ignorant of the time of the last judg- 
ment, in their proper and natural sense ; — a view afterwards 
condemned as heretical under the name of AynoHism,% The 
words of Luke, that Jesus “ grew, and waxed strong in spirit, 

* He means, on this account Christ had to pass through these con 
fiicts. * 

t Namely, according to the Alexandrian version. Theodore did not 
hesitate, therefore, to recognize this passage as one that relates to the 
Messiah. 

I Out of the seventh book of Theodore on the incarnation, cited in 
Leontius of Byzantium. Contra Nestorium et Eutychem, 1. III. f. 701, 
T. IX. bibl. patr. Lugd. 

§ Ante crucem (i.e. before he came to share, by his exaltation to 
glory, in the attribute of the divine omniscience), eum ignorare reperi- 
mus. Bibl. patr. Lugd. T. IX. f. 701. At the same time, it may seem 
strange, that, in a fragment of his commentary on the gospel accord- 
ing to John, he should say, speaking of the inquiry -^ehich Christ made 
after the grave of Lazarus : — “ Our Saviour did not ask this question 
because he did not know : for how could it be thus when he had already 
announced the fact that Lazarus was dead ? ” Vid. Corderij Catena in 
Joannem, f. 288. Either this fragment did not come from Theodore 
(who in the Catena is sometimes confounded with other writers), or else 
we must presume it to have been his meaning, that in tjiiis particular case, 
there was no sufficient reason for supposing Christ to have been really 
ignorant of the fact respecting which^he inquired, inasmuch as the ques- 
tion might be very well explained, as having been proposed simply with 
a view of leading to the further development of his mtentions with regard 
to Lajsarus. 
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filled with wisdom, and the grace of God was upon him,”, he 
explained as meaning that with the progress of time Jesus 
grew in wisdom and in corresponding virtue, while botii were 
increased by the favour which he had with God. “ In all 
this he increased both with God and with men ; men saw, 
indeed, the progress ; but God not only saw it* but approved 
it by^his testimony, and co-operated with him in his actions, 
if 1 also jpanifest that he practised every virtue dn a more 
perfect mJnfier and with greater ease than other men ; because, 
from his«/ery conception, God had united him with himself; 
ever* continued to bestow on him that larger measure of co- 
operating pow(*r which was requisite in order to the great 
work of salvation ; guided all his efforts, exciting him to strive 
continually after higher perfection, and in many cases re- 
lieving and lightening his labours, whether of the body or of 
the mind.”* 

• Regarding the exaltation of Christ, considered as man, to 
the divine immutability by means of his resurrection and ascen- 
sion to glory, as a reward of the holy life which he had main- 
tained through every trial, Theodore inferred that it was not 
in the power of Christ to send the Holy Spirit until after this 
change had taken place. Hence he explained the symbolical 
act of our Saviour, and the accojapanying words addressed to 
the disciples after his resurrection (John xx. 22), as being 
simply a prophetical allusion to the communication of the 
Holy Spirit, which was not to be actually realized until after- 
wards.t He supposed also, that as the divine majesty of 
Christ was not revealed . until after his exaltation to heaven 
and the transfiguration of his human nature, so it was not 
known among men until after the effusion of the Holy Spirit. 
Here was another point in which he did not allow himself to 
be fettered by the common doctrinal and exegetical tradition. 

Neither Nathaniel, Peter, nor the Marthas, did by their 
confessions of Christ, in which they called him the Son of the 
living God, intimate that they believed in his divinity; this 
would indeed have been very remote from that common notion 
of the Messiah entertained by the Jews, whicl> was their point 
of departure. t It was enough for them, at the outset, to 
lecognize in his appearance something which vastly transcended 

♦ L. c. m. f Concil. V. Collat. IV. c. 14. 

% The testimony of Theodore is important here also, as coming from 

VOL. IV. i 
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what appeared in other men. But, after his resurrection, they 
were, by the enlightening influence of the Holy Spirit, guided 
to a perfect knowledge, so that they recognized what it was 
that distinguished him above all other men ; what belonged 
to* him, not as in the case of others, by dignity conferred from 
without ; butaby a peculiar right, and by virtue of his union 
with the divine Logos, through which union he came to par- 
ticipate, after his ascension to heaven, in all equal honouf*^ith 
the latter.’^* Accordingly he explained the excifcmation of 
Thomas, My Lord, and my Grod !” — as an utteraq<,*e of sur- 
prise ; since the resurrection of Christ could be no certain 
evidence of his divinity.f c 

The controversies with the Apollinarians, against whom 
this school in Syria had often to contend, led him to unfold 
this part of his theory still further. Apollinaris, starting with 
the position that Christ must be regarded as perfectly holy 
from the beginning, that it would be presumption to ascribp 
to him a progressive development by means of conflict and 
trial, inferred that, instead of the changeable human spirit, 
we must necessarily suppose him to have been possessed of 
only an unchangeable divine spirit. On the other hand, Theo- 
dore disputed the position itself, from which the conclusion of 
Apollinaris was drawn. He maintained that it^was impossible 
not to recognize in Christ a |!rogressive development by means 
of conflict and trial, without pronouncing the evangelical record 
a fable ; and that all this was moreover necessarily required, 
in order to complete the work of redemption. But all this 
seemed to him perfectly inconceivable without the supposition 
of a human soul in Christ. “ IIow could Christ,” says he, 

have experienced fear in the passion, if Deity took the place 
in him of the sensitive human soul ? What need had he, in 
the approaching anguish, of that fervent prayer which he ad- 

oae who was at home in those countries : Judsei et Samarit® talia spe- 
rantes plurimum, quantum Dei verbi a scientia longe erant. 

L. c. 25. 

t C. 15, and the explanation of Matth. viii., touching the cure of the 
centurion, which ♦shows his exegetical freedom, where he says of him: 
Neque enim tanquam Dei Filium, et ante omuem creaturam subsisten- 
tem, et omnium, quae sunt, opificem, adierat centurio. Haec enim neque 
discipulorum erat tunc scire ante crucem ; sed tanquam homiuem ;^r 
virtutem adeptum majorem quam est hominis potl^tatem. See Facund. 
Hemian. 1. III. c. iv. 
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dressed to God with a loud voice and many tears ? How cg,me 
he to be so overwhtlmed with fear, that his sweat was as great 
drops falling down to the ground ?” He ^referred to the ap- 
pearance of the angel, whom Christ needed to strengthen and 
comfort him. The angel, he observes, ’admonished him to 
endure with constancy, to overcome the weakness of human 
natuj^e, and^ pointed out to him the benefits to be gained by 
hjs ^ufferin^, and the glory which was to follow.* He affirmed, 
in opposing to Apollinaris, that Christ, being free from 
sensual desires, had to maintain the conflict rather with emo- 
tions rising up in his soul, than with the desires and pains of 
the bodyl — which, according to Theodore\s views, did by no 
means necessarily imply the existence of a sinful (peccfible) 
nature in Christ, but only the mutability and capability of 
being tempted inseparable from the essence of the human soul 
in its present condition. It was indeed particularly the soul 
•which needed to be healed. From the fact that Christ achieved 
and maintained the victory over avarice and ambition, the body 
as such (whose desires, according to Apollinaris, needed to be 
subdued by the power of the Holy Spirit) gained absolutely 
nothing ; since by such desires in fact the body cannot be sub- 
dued. But if it were not the soul, but only the Deity, which 
gained this vffitory, no advantage could have accrued from all 
this to us, and the conflict of our Lord would have been a 
mere empty show.}; The words of Christ to Peter, Matt. xvi. 
23, se&med necessarily to presuppose it as possible, that those 
words of Peter could have produced some effect on his mind. 
It is, says he, as if Christ had said to Peter : I shall suffer 
death with better courage, for the sake of the many benefits 
to which I and, through me, all shall attain. Pain and dis- 
turb not my mind, by exhorting me to shun death as an igno- 
minious thing.§ ‘‘ What need,” says he, “ had the divinity 
of the only-begotten Son, of the anointing by the Holy Ghost, 
or the power of the Spirit, in order to work miracles ? What 
need had he of the Spirit, in order to learn, in order to appear 

♦ Extracts from his work against the Apolliiiarists. Concil. V. Col- 
lat. IV. c. iv. 

t Plus inquietabatur dominus et certamen habebat ad anim® pas- 
siones, quam corpor^. L. c. 27. 

I L. c. 27. Et videntur domini certamina ostentationis cujusdain 
gratia fuisse. § L. c. v. 

I 2 
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wittiout Spot or blemish?* When it is said, that he was led 
of the Spirit into the wilderness, this surCly presupposes in 
general, that he wa^ guided, ruled, instructed, strengthened 
in his thoughts by the Spirit ; but if, instead of the soul, the 
Deity only dwelt within him, the strength of that was sufficient 
for everything,* and the aid of the Holy Spirit would have been 
superfluous/' t , 

Apollinaris, again, went on the principle, that il^'^as abso- 
lutely inadmissible to compare the essential indwelling of God 
in Christ with the mode of the relation in which G6ci stood, 
in other cases, to enlightened and holy men. He called that 
peculiar mode of the being of God in Christ^ a substantial, 
essential indwelling {tear ovaiav^ ovaitdleo). Theodore, on the 
contrary, endeavoured to illustrate the peculiar mode in which 
Christ was united with God by comparing it with the manner jn 
which God, in general, was nearer to certain reasonable beings 
than to other creatures ; and here he adopted the fundamental 
points of a theory already unfolded by Diodore of Tarsus.| In 
his work on the incarnation of God, which was directed, as it 
seems, particularly against the Apollinarian doctrines, he 
inquired as to what formulas were best suited to designate that 
which was of the like kind in this relation of God to certain 
rational beings, and at the same time to exclude in the most 
certain manner all false, anthropopathic notions. “ Are we 
to speak of an indwelling of God in his essential nature ? But, 
in his essential nature, God can nowhere be either included or 
excluded: as the omnipresent Being, he stands in the like 
relation to all. Or shall we suppose the indwelling presence of 
God to be a presence, not in his essence, but in his energy (not 
KCLT ovffiar, but Kar krepyeiav) ? But in case we maintained 
that God dwells after a special manner in certain beings by his 
energy, we could not, at the same time, maintain that his pro- 
vidence and government, his preserving and directing agency, 
extend over all ; which, however, we must necessarily affirm 
if we acknowledge God to be the Preserver and Governor of 
all. We must accordingly find some such formula as is suited, 
in general, to designate the peculiar relation of moral fellow- 

♦ Allusion to Hebrews ix. 14. So, too, he explained I Timothy iii. 16. 
t Coliat. IV. c, vi., vii., xiiL ^ 

i See the fragments of Di6dorus in the work of Leontius of Byzan- 
tium, 1. o. f. 700. 
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ship and communion in whictf God stands with those rational 
beings who are filted for it by the temper of their minds, in 
contradistinction from others who by their sins exclude them- 
selves from such communion. And that formula is as follows ; 
— God is peculiarly near to such by virtue of his complacency 
in them ; by virtue of his disposition towards fliern ; by virtue 
df ^)e direction of his will; by his favour, inasmuch as he has 
ak' spted^ihem as his children.”* Theodore compared also 
Christ’s with the baptism of believers, as that which 

was prefigured by his own ; affirming that, from this moment, 
the effects of that special union with God became manifest in 
him; but with this difference; that to him was imparted the 
entire fulness of the Divine Spirit, while believers received 
through him only partial influences of the same Spirit.']’ Here, 
as in many other places, Theodore seems to assert, that to the 
Saviour, something new, which had not been in him before, 
^was imparted to him from without; a view, however, which is 
at variance with the opinion he elsewhere expressed respecting 
an original union of the divine Logos with the man Jesus; 
unless perhaps he meant to say, that this communication of the 
fulness of the divine Spirit, seeming to come to him from 
without, was but an eflect resulting from his hidden union with 
the divine L(5gos. 

Although Theodore after this manner compared the being 
of God in Christ with the being of God in sanctified and en- 
lightefled men, yet it was 'by no means his purpose to establish 
here a perfect sameness of kind in all respects, but ouly to 
place in a prominent light the sameness of kind in a certain 
respect, in so far as the relation of God to rational beings 
standing in spiritual communion with him must and should be 
distinguished from the relation of God to the rest of creation. 
He affirmed, at the same time, that along with this generic 
identity there still existed, in the same identical relation in 
tliis one respect, a great specific diversity. And here regard 

* Kar’ tvhxtetv, in allusion to the divine voice at the baptism of Christ, 
Lake iii. 22. Kara Sia^£«r<», xeCTa BfXioiriv, xetrk xuf vUhff'utVf 1. C. 

f. 700, which in the Latin is in general translated adoptio. Hence the con - 
troversy, at a later period, about adoptionism. He moreover referred to 
the mode in which elsewhere the names God and the Son of God are used 
xnetonymically, Adoptio in baptismo secundum comparationem judaicoi 
e^ptionis, where he referred to Is. i. 2, -4^. Ixxxii. 6. 

f ^e 1. c. fol. 701, col, 1, 
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should be had to the different modes and ways in which God 
stands related to good men generally, to prophets, to apostles, 
and last of all to the Son.* These accessory distinctions 
seryed to designate the different ways in which God (fwells 
within whatever is generically like him. ‘‘ Never,” says 
Theodore, ‘‘ shall we have the folly to assert that the mode in 
which God dwells in Christ is no other than that in whiQi» J^e 
dwells in prophets or apostles.” After these ^ytinctions 
the expression Son of God in the sense of Theodore would 
denote ‘‘ such a not merely partial but complete uffion be- 
tween the being who is by his nature and his essence the Son 
of God, namely, the Logos, and a man, as that, by virtue of 
this union, the latter would be made to share in all the 
honour, glory, and dominion belonging to himself.^ 

Again, whilst Apollinaris affirmed that two being*s, both 
abiding in their own complete and individual natures, could 
never be so united as to constitute one, — one person ; it was* 
the great purpose of Theodore to show in what way we are to 
conceive that deity and humanity, while abiding each in its 
own peculiar essence in Christ, were still bound together by 
a certain relation in one personal fellowship and unity, Jesus, 
as the instrument employed by the deity for the purpose of 
extending abroad his saving influences to all 'men who are 
fitted to receive them, was the temple in which God dwelt, 
and in so far a divinely human person. If we look at the 
distinction of the deity and the huihanity, said he, there we 
must distinguish from each other two natures, abiding without 
disturbance, each in its own purity and completeness, and 
accordingly since both the conceptions are strictly connected, 
two persons {yTroardauQ 7rpo(r<o7ra). But if we look at their 
imion in the above-mentioned relation, we must speak of Chtist 
as a person in whom, as one, the human nature has been taken 
up into fellowship with the divine. J This he illustrates by 

* Where, naraely, this expression, “ Son of God,” was taken in the 
highest sense ; for Theodore in this respect also did admit that thete 
might be a different application of the term, where nothing more was to 
be denoted by it than simply the union with God generally. See the 
preceding note. f L. c. 700, col. 2. 

t li. c. Concil. V. Collat. IV. 29. Quando naturas discemimus, per- 
fectam naturam Dei verbi dicimus et perfectam peramam, nec enim sine 
persona est subsistantiam dtcerc perfectam, perfectam autem et hominis 
naturam et personam similiter. 
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comparing it with the case in which man and wife are, in a 
certain relation, called one body ; Eph. v. Thus Theodore 
contmdicted what constituted the prevailing doctrine, not only 
in th# Alexandrian church, but also in other churches.* It 
may be said, indeed, that the church phraseology relating to 
the distinction between the terms v7rdcrTaaig^»7rpoa^7rop^ and 
was not as yet duly settled : but the reason why Theo- 
doia dee^jii^d it necessary to suppose that in a cerlain respect 
two hypostases were united in Christ, lay still deeper than in 
this, uns’^ttled character of the church phraseology : it was con- 
nected with the whole peculiarity of his mode of apprehension. 

As we already remarked, in describing the doctrine of Apol- 
linaris, the latter employed the interchangeableness of the 
predicates, belonging to the two natures (the avTiixeOiffraffig 
rwy ovofidrun') as a character to define the unity of the God- 
man. But Theodore contended against this unconditional 
^transfer itself as bringing along with it a. perfect entangle- 
ment and confusion of conceptions.’}* He was himself also for 
allowing, indeed, of a certain transfer of predicates, to mark 
the union of the deity and humanity in Christ ; but this only 
when the different relations of the same predicate was expressly 
defined, according as they were employed to denote either the 
being who, Tn his essence, is the Son of God, or the man 
who, through the divine favour, was exalted to Sonship 
with God, by being taken into union with the essential Son of 
God. Accordingly, he said, the Virgin Mary might, in dif- 
ferent senses, be called ^eoroKog and dvOpwTroVojcoc ; — the 
latter in accordance with the nature of the fact ; the former in 
view of a certain relation, and in so far as God dwelt, after 
the manner described, in the man who was born of her.J 

The opposite tendency as to the mode of apprehending and 
developing this doctrine we find in the Alexandrian church. 
Owing to the mystical contemplative bent which predominated 
in that church, the chief endeavour there was, to set promi- 
nently forth the mystery, the incomprehensible, transcendant, 
and inexplicable fact of the union of the deity and humanity, 
by the very forms of phraseology chosen to express this doc- 

♦ As the Cappadocian church-teachers had declared, in the Apollinarian 
controversy, that inirespect to the difference of the deity ^nd humanity 
In Christ, we may say indeed, axx« Hat cLxxo, but not aXKot. 

t Coucil. V. 1. c. 8. J I^outius, 1. c. 703, col. 1. 
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trine, and to oppose every attempt at explanation. The 
cVwfftc Twv (jyvffitoy a(j)Oa(Trog, ctTrepti/ogroc,® ap|5ijVac vTrcp 
\6yoy — the ineffable, incomprehensible, transcendant pnion 
of natures,” — such was the watchword of the Alexaldrian 
church doctrine. Since the church-teachers of this tendency, 
of whom we may regard the bishop Cyrill of Alexandria as 
the representative, sought by their doctrinal formulas ta ^p e 
particular prominence to the mystery of the apj);paranc^nd 
existence of one Christ in the. united deity and humanity, 
they were very ready to transfer the human predicates to 
the divine essence, and the divine to the human. They were 
* fond of such paradoxical expressions as “ G'Od has suffered 
for us : Mary is the Mother of God (j) ^eotokoq) ; Mary bore 
in the body the Word which was made flesh.” Because they 
used such expressions, however, they ought by no means to 
be charged with holding notions whereby the divine and 
human natures were coiifounded, and transformed into each* 
other. They guarded expressly against being so misunder- 
stood by always holding distinctly apart the divine and the 
human predicates (ra drflpwTrtva and rd ^eoTTpiirr)^ ; also by 
acknowledging the independence of both in their union, and 
by explaining that the predicates of both kinds were to be at- 
tributed to the one Word who became man, bill in different 
senses — the one with reference to his deity, the other with 
reference to the humanity which he assumed. Only we 
ought no longer to distinguish, in the*actual case, two natures 
to which these different attributes belonged, but ascribe both 
classes of attributes alike, though not in the same sense, to one 
and the same Logos who became man. One and the same Son 
of God miraculously consists of two natures mysteriously 
united.* Since, moreover, the Egyptian theologians, strangers 
as they were to all intentional Docetism, received all the pheno- 
mena which they found presented in the gospel history into their 
conception of Christ ; since, accordingly, they referred to him 
the expressions of anguish at the approach of death, and also 
his asseverations of ignorance with respect to many things, 
regarding these as the marks of humanity, they could agree, 
on this side, in individual results, with the other party ; but 

^ I tctirag um \k "hvoTv TTpayfidruy gtg tv ri 
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tile difference between the two dogmatic tendencies manifested 
itself in their peculiar way of explaining these facts. 

The Egyptian scheme of doctrine placed in this the incom- 
prehensible mystery, that divine omniscience and human 
ignorance, human suffering, human sensibility, and divine 
exemption from suflPering, and in general, divine and human 
attributes co-existed in one and the same Christ. The supra- 
rat: ^n&-l, supernatural side (Wcp Xdyor, vTrtp (pvom) was pre- 
cisely theone which they were for chieHy insisting upon. 
The Antiochian theologians, on the other hand, presumed 
indeM in no wise to derive and explain the existence and 
appearance of Ghrist from the ordinary course of the develop- 
ment of human nature. They acknowledged here, in common 
with the Alexandrians, such a communication of God as could 
only be an object of faith ; but yet they did not confine them- 
selves within the same narrow limits which the latter iiad set 
%p in their endeavours to bring these phenomena under distinct 
and definite conceptions of the understanding. Comparing 
the life of Ciirist, as it appeared in its manifestation, with the 
course of development of human nature generally, and with 
the great end of Christ’s appearance on earth, they sought to 
point out what was in harmony with nature in the revelation 
of the superrAitural ; to trace, iif connection with the virep 
Xoyov, also the /card Xoyor. Along with this difference went 
another, namely, that the Antiochian theologians endeavoured 
to find Something analogous to the union of God with man in 
Christ in the relation of God to rational beings generally ; to 
find a point of comparison between the being of God in Christ 
and the being of God in believers ; wdiile, on the other hand, 
the Alexandrian theologians endeavoured to give distinctness 
and prominence to those points alone in which the union 
of God and humanity in Christ differed entirely from every 
other kind of union into which God enters with man, and 
looked upon dll those comparisons and analogies as tanta- 
mount to a denial of the divine dignity of the Hedeemer, 
as tending to obscure, or even totally to subvert, the doctrine 
of the God-man. He who affirmed that God used the man 
Jesus as an instrument, that he dwelt in him as in a 
temple, seemed to them to acknowledge no other being of Goti 
in Christ than mi^t be affirmed in the case of all enlightened 
and sanctified men,— such, for example, as Moses and the pro- 
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ph^ts ; and so also, he who spoke of a ffvya(j>Eia Kara xapiv, 
Kar evdoKiav, etc. They did not consider^ that these several 
expressions might be used in a quite different sense from their 
own, and so they really were used by the theologians of tlie 
other party. The Alexandrians, it is true, had in their 
favour, so far^ it concerned the last-mentioned formula, the 
prevailing doctrinal terminology. The peculto do ctr inal 
terminology of the Antiochian school was in thi^^e cldsely 
connected, however, with the whole of their system, — particu- 
larly with its peculiar doctrine of man *, but for this very 
reason they could, in fairness and justice,* be judged only by 
reference to their own connection of ideas, and the relation of 
their doctrinal language to their doctrinal conceptions. 8o 
that theory of a' avpa^eia Kara xapiv^ or /car’ ev^oKiay^ Kar 
avdevTiav^ war allay — all which expressions, taken in their 
own (the Alexandrians’) sense, could denote nothing else than 
a certain spiritual, moral fellowship, at highest a deificatioli 
of human nature, — to this theory the Alexandrians had 
nothing to oppose, but the assertion of a eyujffiQ <pvcriKTj, Kur 
ovaiavy ovaMrjg, as they would recognize in the Christ w'ho 
appeared, only the one nature of the incarnate Word, or the one 
incarnate nature of the Word (piLa (pvaiQ rov Xoyov ff€<rap- 
Kta/ieyov, or pia (pvaiQ — aeffapKiofieyr}). But tife Antiochians, 
who likewise proceeded only on the groundwork of their own 
connectioif of ideas and their own dogmatic terminology, could 
under these latter definitions conceive of nothing else than a Con- 
fusion and transformation of the two natures, resulting in a third. 

It is manifest, then, from what has been said, how easily 
the two positions might be held in direct opposition to each 
other; how easily those at the one might see dangerous 
heresies in the assertions which proceeded from those at the 
other. Had men traced back to its deepest ground the dif- 
ference, at bottom, in the relation of the two ^dogmatic ten- 
dencies to each other, they would have come to perceive and 
to make themselves conscious that there existed here a radical 
difference in the mode of apprehending the relation betiveen 
the natural and the divine — the relation between reason and 
revelation ; as, in fact, appears evident in the relation of the 
{fTrap \oyov to the Kara Xoyov. But to such clearness of in- 
sight the consciousness of dogmatic oppositions did not, in this 
pet'iod, easily unfold itself. Men were rather disposed to 
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remain fast by the accidental expression or utterance of oppo 
sitions in their outwhrd form of manifestation, just where they 
laid strongest hold on the church interest, without seeking to 
make themselves clearly conscious of the underlying root of 
the antagonism. Besides this, the contest here between the 
two opposite types of doctrine sprung out of the Use of a single 
tetatn, which just then the church interest attached peculiar 
importano^pj^^^^? owing to the manner in which the contro- 
versy arose, it so happened that the dogmatic development 
was frotn the outset disturbed by the intrusion of profane, 
personal feelings ; and the evolution of the great points of 
opposition which* lay at the root of the disputes on particular 
questions, was hindered by the confounding of matters be- 
longing to Christian life with those belonging to the develop- 
ment of dogmatic conceptions, as well as by the interference 
of outward secular power. 

The circumstances which led to the outbreak of the contro- 
versy were as follows ; — Nestorius, a presbyter of the church 
at Antioch, esteemed and celebrated on account of the rigid 
austerity of his life and the impressive fervour of his preaching, 
had, in the year 428, been made patriarch of Constantinople. 
Educated in the convent, he had brought with him the virtues 
and the faults usually connected with Monasticism. With an 
honest and pious zeal, he failed to unite prudence and modera- 
tion : his zeal was readily alloyed with passion : he was apt to 
see dangerous heresies in anything remote from the dogmatic 
phraseology to which he was accustomed. He did not always 
know how to unite the spirit of love and forbearance with zeal 
for the truth of which he was assured. As it was often the 
case with those who left the discipline of the cloister to act a 
part on the great stage of public life, that, by the constraint 
and awkwardness of their movements, they gave frequent 
occasion of offence ; so it happened with Nestorius, when sud- 
denly transferred from a quiet scene of activity into the most 
perplexing relations, near a corrupt court, where every species 
of intrigue and passion was busily at work, and into the midst 
of a clergy who were governed, many of them, rather by 
\yorldly than spiritual motives. Here he became an object of 
jealonsy to many foreign ecclesiastics who were residing near 
the court, and whcf had aspired after the patriarchal dignity, 
a$ well as to the patriarch of Alexandria, who would fain be 
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the primate of the Oriental church. Amidst such relations^ 
jSestorius, in order to sustain himself, and to exert a healthful 
itifluence, needed to unite to firmness of character, Christian 
prudence, moderation, and wisdom ; but in these very virtues 
he was lamentably deficient. 

He wished *>to make the first trial of his patriarchal power in 
suppressing the various descriptions of heretics, who, in spite 
of all the,, laws against them, had continued to ^leaa hi "the 
capital of the East, and in its subordinate dioceseC^' Spiritual 
pride, no less than a blind persecuting zeal, spoke^ forth in 
those words of his inaugural discourse ^dressed to the em- 
peror : — “ Give me a country purged of alb heretics, and, in 
exchange for it, I will give you heaven. Help me to subdue 
the heretics, and I will help you to conquer the Persians.’* 
There was no lack, indeed, ' of those who were delighted 
with this zeal of their new patriarch for the purity of the 
faith ; but neither were there wanting men of more prudekt 
views, to whom a beginning of this sort augured un- 
favourably. Correspondent to this beginning was the di- 
rection which the active labours of the new patriarch first 
took, when, without any discrimination of essentials or non- 
essentials in doctrinal disputes, he proceeded to persecute with 
like zeal Arians, Novatians, and Quartodecimtiuians. Much 
violent excitement of feeling, ending in the effusion of blood, 
was thus occasioned by him ; but it was not long before his 
polemic zeal brought down the charge of heresy uponf himself. 

Nestorius, if he was not*Iiimself a disciple of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, yet belonged, as his doctrine concerning the 
person of Christ evinces, among the disciples of the Antio- 
chian doctrine ; and, being devoted to this, he might be very 
quick to discern important heresies in everything that con- 
flicted with the leading conceptions of his own scheme. On 
this side he could not fail to be frequently scandalized under 
the new circumstances in which he was placed ; for here he 

* The church-historian, Socrates, who must be our principal authori^ 
in depicting the character of Nestorius, and who is the least prejudiced 
of any who have described him, might indeed be led astray in his judg- 
ments of him, through partiality for the ?i[ovatians, whom^ Nestorius 
persecuted ; hut, on the other hand, he appears free, in his judgments* 
from the iknaticism of his times ; as is evident in those remarks which 
tend to the disparagement of Nestorius. 
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encountered many phrases in the prevailing language of tjie 
church which seemetl altogether repugnant to the Antiochian 
system of doctrine. To this class belonged particularly the 
title ^eoTOKog as applied to the virgin' Mary ; a title to which 
the prevailing veneration of Mary attached peculiar import- 
ance ; and this excessive veneration of Mary dtself, whicli 
such a title served to encourage, might also contribute with 
otfie\ f^s^^*to make its use appear dangerous to Nestorius, 
who had received in the Antiochian school a purer direction 
of the ClTristian spirit.* 

* As it was not customary in those times to separate what be- 
longed to scholar ic divinity from the topics more appropriate 
to the sermon, it was natural that Nestorius, whose rhetorical 
manner, modelled after the Antiochian taste, was peculiarly 
grateful to many of the Constantinopolitans, and whose ser- 
mons were received with loud exclamations of applause and 
clapping of hands, f should soon feel impelled to introduce into 
them a doctrinal theme which appeared to him so important. 
It may perhaps, however, be ascribed to his prudence, that he 
did not at once enter the lists against a term which stood in 
such high veneration, but contented himself to teach in general 
the doctrine concerning the union of the two natures in Christ, 
according to tl/U system of Theodore of Mopsuestia. J When 

* Socrates is, in one respect, more just towards Nestorius than the 

g reat body of his contemporaries, and the dominant party in the church, 
uring sdVeral of the following centuries, in that he defends him against 
the charge of Photinianism and of Samosatenianism. But in another 
respect he does him injustice, adopting a false view of these controver- 
sies which came to be entertained at a later period, a’fter Nestorius had 
been factiously stigmatized as a heretic, and charging him with having 
fostered the controversy about a mere word, from want of accurate 
knowledge of the language and literature of the ancient church, from 
obstinacy and from vanity. He was afraid of the word ^lare^cos as of 
a ghost (iiff ra From the remarks already made respect- 

ing the general dogmatic antagonism out of which this controversy arose, 
it is evident, that although the dispute here was about a word, yet it was 
by no means a mere verbal dispute ; but a far deeper and more general 
opposition of views was the real source of the controversy. If it had so 
happened, however, that this particular term had not been drawn into 
the dispute, the controversy doubtless would not have proved at once so 
violent and acrimonious. 

t As appears evident from various allusions in his sermons. See e.g. 
SermoII. in the woi^s of Marius Mercator, T. II. near the beginning. 

I That this preceded the public outbreak of the controversy is appa- 
rent from what Nestorius himself says, in a sermon delivered after the 
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Nestorius expounded the Antiochian system of doctrine in his 
di^ourses, others of less considerate zeal, A^^ho ere attached to 
his person, might feel themselves called upon to commence the 
attack upon the name Beoroicog, now commonly applied to the 
virgin Mary. His presbyter Anastasius, who had come with 
him from Antj^och, and enjoyed his particular confidence, was, 
on a certain occasion,^ prompted to exclaim in one of his 
discourses^ Let no man call Mary the mother of i &r 
she was human, aiid God cannot be born of I This 

onset, though it sprang out of a well-meant pious /'.eal, was 
still extremely ill-timed and unwise. The term wlaeh he 
attacked had on its side the authority of ancipnt use,, not only 
in the Egyptian church, but also in other respectable churches ; 
many eminent church teachers had already employed it, 
without associating with its use the errors aimed at by Anasta- 
sius. But by the way in which he attacked it, he would 
necessarily expose himself, according to the then prevailing 
method of doctrinal strife, to the reproach of having denied 

controversy had begun : Mifx,vri/rh Vt ^ov cravro; kuI tu 'to>.>.»kU mi 
vr^os vfAXf Ta$ ‘tav Xalcrrov ^ietK^iyovTt 

L. c, p. 9, init. The Quartodecimanians in Asia Minor, who were 
induced, by his influence, to join themselves to the catholic church, were 
persuaded by him also to subscribe the creed which he had brought with 
him from the Antiochian church, which Theodore of Mopsuestia had 
drawn up for the use of catechumens and converted heretics, and in 
which his peculiar system of doctrines was clearly unfolded. See Concil. 
Ephes. act. vi. f. 1515, T. I. Harduin. * Socrat. VH. 32. 

t It is nothing strange, that the reports differ as to the immediate 
occasion of the disputes. Various circumstances, following one after 
the other, may have co-operated to kindle the flame ; and then the ques* 
tion comes up, which was the first. The report of Socrates seems on the 
whole to present the order of events in their most natural connection. 
According to the account of Theophanes, in his Chronography, Nesto** 
rius himself first brought on the dispute, by a sermon composed by him* 
self (the same which Socrates ascribes to Anastasius), which he placed in 
the hands of his Sijneel (episcopal secretary) directing him to read it in 
the church. This secretary, according to Theophanes, was not Anasta- 
sius. Supposing the fact to have been so, we may conclude that this 
sermon was the first in the series of those which have been preserved 
by Marius Mercator; for in this discourse something resembling the 
expressions quoted in the text is unquestiouably to be found. But still 
this amounts to no proof; for, in sermons which continually refer to 
this subject^ many things would naturally be repeated. Socrates is here 
certainly a more important authority than Theophanes, who wrote four, 
centuries later. 
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the true deity of Christ, of having taught that Jesus was born 
of Mary as a mereiman, and then, in some after period, visited 
— ^like other prophets and divine messengers, whom he differed 
from* only in degree — with the influences of the Holy Spirit. 

Furthermore, it is said that a bishop of Marcianopolis • in 
Mmsia,^ who was just then on a visit to Const^intinople, pub- 
licly exclaimed in the church, either while addressing an 
aSse^ J H y of bishops in the sacrarium, or more probably in a 
sermon, ^^^et him be accursed who calls Mary the mother of 
God ; ’*^but Cyrill wrongly infers, because Nestorius did not 
contVadict this declaration, and because he afterwards admitted 
this bishop to the communion, that he approved of what he had 
said. Nestorius might certainly acknowledge the bishop as 
an orthodox man, and respect his zeal for pure doctrine, 
though he may not have approved the way in wliich he chose 
to express it. 

• After this public declaration, the question whether Mary 
ought to be called the mother of God was much agitated, not 
only among the clergy at Constantinople, but among the laity, 
who were so addicted to doctrinal discussions ;f and the dis- 
putes were carried on with heat and violence on both sides. 
Nestorius thought it his duty to take an active part in these 
disputes, and lo defend the cause of his friend, who was stig- 
matized as a heretic. He often brought up this subject in his 
sermons. Jn the first of these he began with setting forth the 
evidences of a Providence consulting for ihe wants of man- 
kind in the kingdom of nature, which evidences he drew from 
the marks of benevolent adaptation ; but with a very super- 
ficial conception of the principle, the whole being referred 
merely to the gratification of sensuous wants. Then, by a 
quite disproportionate leap, he proceeded next to consider the 
greatest gift which God has bestowed on mankind, in the ap- 
pearance of Christ, whose end was to restore the fallen image 
of God. The restoration of mankind was to be brought about 

. Cyrill of Alexandria, the fierce antagonist of Nestorius, and wbose 
testimony, therefore, cannot be wholly relied, on, reports this in several 
public declarations; e,g. ep, 6. But the truth of this assertion is contra- 
dicted on no side ; and what Cyrill relates may well be supposed to have 
taken place through the blind zeal of a bishop of this party. 

t According to the narrative of Theophanes it was an advocate 
ttMf) of Constantinople, who first came out publicly in the church, 
against a sermon in which the epithet ^toroKog was attacked. 
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by the instrumentality of a man, in proof of which he ad- 
duced \ Cor. XV. 12. On this last proposition he evidently 
intended to lay great stress, with a view to the immediate 
application of it against those who were unwilling to call jSlary 
the mother of a man, but who insisted that she was the mother 
of God. Unjustly charging such with his own inferences from 
their doctrine, he put them in the same class with pagans, 
who gave mothers to their gods. Him who was bo^pf®ary, 
he, on the other hand, calls the instrument of th^leity, the 
temple prepared through Mary by the Holy Spirit, fh which 
the divine Logos dwelt. Everywhere in these discourses he 
adheres strictly fo the formulas of the Antiochtan school. He 
teaches that there were two natures, deity and humanity, 
united together after the most intimate manner ; but from the 
first, in connection with the duality of natures, there was 
but one dignity,^ the human nature being, in this respect, 
exalted, by virtue of that intimate union, to a participa^ 
tion in the dignity of the divine. Hence one Christ, one son 
of God, inasmuch as the humanity liad been taken up into 
union witii the one eternal Son of God. He spoke, as we 
might anticipate from the above remarks, with great heat and 
injustice against the antagonists of the Antiochian scheme of 
doctrine, whom he called sophistical dogmatics of the new 
school. j" He places tlie doctrine of a most intimate union 
between humanity and deity over against the doctrine of a dei- 
fication of human nature, of which he accuses his oppoftents. { 

f This controversy excited so much interest, even among the 
laity, that, on a certain occasion, when Nestorius was inveigh- 
ing against the doctrine which represented Mary as the mother 
of God, and contrasting the eternal generation of the Logos 
with the temporal nativity of the man whom the Logos assumed 
as his instrument, an individual of rank, no longer able to 
restrain himself, cried out, “ No ; the eternal Logos himself 
condescended also to the second birth.'^ Immediately a vio- 
lent commotion arose among the assembled multitude — one 
party taking the side of the patriarch, the other that of his 
opponent. § Nestorius did not allow himself to be embarrassed 
by this incident. He once more resumed his discourse, praised 

♦ a.hhv<Ti{t ftovecSixv. 

t T«yf treipahs vm ray yuari^m, 

j AKfia ervy»(puetf hIk § 0pp. Marii Mcrcator. T. II. f. 13. 
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the zeal of liis friends, and, having refuted the sudden opponent, 
whom he called a ^oor miserable trifler,* proceeded on with 
the discussion after his usual manrmr. 

j^ready had Nestorius incurred, in the opinion of many, the 
charge of Photinianism,f when a man who, on account of his 
personal relations, might well be suspected of being governed 
W unholy gassions and motives, took advantage of the popular 
!n^myv*rising against the patriarch, and laboured to excite 
it still more — corning out ppblicly, though without naming 
him. as^his opponent, and in a way which was well suited to 
produce in the minds of many an unfavourable impression 
against Nestorins. This person was Proclus, who had been 
offered as a bishop to the church at Cyzicus, but had not been 
received as such. lie had ever since resided in the Eastern 
capita], and at an earlier period sought to obtain the vacant 
patriarchate at Constantinople, with some hopes of success. 

the Christmas festival of tlie year 429, or on the festival of 
the Annunciation {ij/Afpa evayyeXiaf.iov) on the 25th of March, J 
he preached a discourse full of rhetorical di'splayand exagger- 
ation, in which, extolling the Virgin Mary as the mother of 
the incarnate Logos, he attacked those who refused to acknow- 
ledge her as such, without calling their names, and noticed in 
particular th^ objections wliicli liad been, offered by Nestorius 
in the first sermon above mentioned. As, by his hints and 
allusions, he gave it to be ulKkT^tood that his opponents be- 
lieved T)nly in a deified man, instead of believing in a human- 
ized Logos — as he held them up to % iew as enemies to the 

t He had heard of this aecu:ration, but considered it unworthy of 
rebitation, because they could not touch his doctrine in that way. Kg’O 
autem quibusdam mihi et illud renuntiantibus, cum bctitia saipius risi 
quoniam, inquiunt, episcopus, quie Photini sunt, sapit. 

t All that Proclus says, in this homily, is unquestionably suited to the 
second festival, concerning the celebration of which in this church 
during the present period, we have, however, no other account besides 
this. As elsewhere, in the homilies of the G^eek fathers, many things 
connected with the nativity and childhood of Christ are taken together, 
sothisdiscpursemight.be understood aKo as having reference to the 
Christmas festivaf, and possibly Proclus, for the express purpose of 
doing honour to Mary, may have converted this festival itself into 
a •^ravnyvpt?. What he says about the great multitude who had 

come by land and by water, to attend the celebration of this festival* 
would rather lead us to conclude that it was the great Christian festival 
of Christmas. 

VOL. IV, 
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hoDOur of Mary^ — all this could not fail with many to operate 
very unfavourably for the party of NestoAus. The tinkling 
chime of high-wrought phyases, and the cause which hp de- 
fended, the honour of Mary, procured for the sermon — though, 
from the peculiar character of the style, it must have been 
unintelligible to many — immense approbatioti, as was testified 
by the loud applause with which, accordiug to the usu^pra^O** 
tice, it was received. All this having transpireii^»?'^e pre- 
sence of Nestorius, and himself understanding full well all the 
allusions in the discourse, he felt himself called upon defend 
his doctrine against these reproaches ; and hence on the spot 
he addressed a short discourse to the church, ‘'such as the mo- 
ment suggested to him, and in which, therefore, the good tem- 
per he showed in refraining from all personal attack on his 
opponent deserves to be more particularly remarked. He 
began witli great prudence, declaring that it was perfectly 
natural that they should receive with so great approbation 
what had been said to the honour of Mary ; “ but,” he 
added, ‘‘ we must take heed lest, in doing honour above mea- 
sure to the Virgin Mary, we run the hazard of detracting from 
the dignity of the divine Logos.” With allusion to the swollen 
language of Proclus, so ill suited to the understanding of the 
people, he said he would endeavour to speak wifti plainness, so 
as to be understood by all. He concluded by exhorting them 
not to express their approbation at once by clapping^ not to 
suffer themselves to be carried away by the charm of oratory, 
but to examine with care into the doctrine, and refrain from 
condemning what was true, merely because it was new to 
them. Immediately after this he preached several discourses, 
in which he expounded the questions still further with special 
reference to the objections of Proclus. He was aware bow 
much foresight he needed to use so as to give no offence where 
fihere was such an enthusiastic veneration of Mary. He was 
ready to respect this, feeling, yet without yielding anything 
Iffom the truth. He declared that, in case any of the simpler 
minded were disposed to call the Virgin^ Mary the mother of 
God (Seqtojcoc), he had no particular aversion to the term, 
provided they did not convert Mary into a goddess.* Adopt* 
iag the middle course between the two extremes, instead of 

* tTAaf auK ttrru uevov <xtttUTu tsjy 

S.V.l.C.30. ^ 
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using the phrases Mary the mother of God, or the mother of 
the man {BfOTOKoi^ or dyOpofTroroKog)^ he employed the term 
motjjer of Christ {yjpKrroroKQQ^ inasmuch as the name Christ 
belonged to the whole person, uniting the divine and the huinan 
natui es. His endeavour to keep close to the holy scriptures 
appears worthy of all respect. He very justly offers it as an 
^gument against the use of that term, that the holy scriptures 
nowhSWteach tliat God, but everywhere that Jesus Christy 
tlie Son of God, the Lord, was born of Mary. “ This we all 
acknowledge ; for unhappy is his case who receives not what 
the scriptures teach.’’ His painstaking conscientiousness, in 
refusing to yieTd anything from the truth, may be seen in the 
following example. He had said, I do not grudge that epithet 
to the mother of ChrisL I know that she is worthy of all 
honour whom God assumed into himself, through whom the 
Lord of the universe passed, through whom the Sun of righ- 
'^teousness shone.” These words, which favoured the worship of 
the Virgin, and seemed coincident with tlie prevailing notions, 
were received with claps of approbation. This made Nestorius 
fearful lest his language might have been so understood as to 
conflict with the scheme of doctrine which he had ever taught ; 
and therefore he immediately added, Your applause makes 
me suspicion^. ^ How have you understood my declaration 
— through whom the Lord of the universe passed ? In that 
I said not the same as if I had used the words, ‘ He was born 
of her,’ for I do not so soon forget my own language,” &c.| 

Meanwhile everything at Constantinople was tending towards 
a schism of the church. One party of the clergy and monks, 
affecting to regard him as a heretic, a follower of the doctrines 
of Paul of Samosata, would no longer recognize him as their 
bishop, and renounced all church fellowship with him.J A 
card was publicly affixed to the walls of the principal church, 
containing a detailed €bmparison of the doctrines of Nestorius 
with those of Paul of Samosata.§ Several presbyters preached 

^ Nestorius, to his honour be it said, seems everywhere to have been 
averse to these loud theatrical demonstrations of applause. He says here : 
BiXiy rev Ktorov — and on another occasion, where doubtless he 

had been received with loud exclamations of applause, he says, 1 do 
hot judge the love you bear me by your shouts, oil K^uyccii Kfincti ortjv Si$ 
tfiti. ^ II. fol. 8. -j* y, V. L 31. 

f See the petition of the Diaconus Basilius, and the monks associated 
with him, in Harduin. Concil, T. I, f. 1335 . § L* C. f. 1271. 
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in one of the churches of Constantinople against the doctrines 
of Nestorius. He forbade their preaching. Some of the 
clergy, who were hostile to him, were deposed from jtheir 
places, as favourer^ of Mariicheism, by a synod convened 
under his presidency at Constantinople.* On that principle 
of charging opponents with all imaginable consequences from 
their doctrines, in which both parties equally indujged^^ ha^ 
probably be^n inferred from the manner in which tht^‘/^ergy, 
in accordance with the Egyptian. scheme, had expressed them- 
selves in speaking of the liuman nature of Christ, that they 
denied the reality of Chrisfb humanit}, and had therefore 
fallen into the Manicheian Docetisin. In \ie\f of the remarks 
already made respecting the character of Nestorius, we must 
admit there may have been some ground for tht‘ accusations 
of his opponents, inclined though they were to indulge every- 
where in extravagant statements, that in the heat of contro- 
versy he sometimes forgot himself so far as to resort to violent 
measures. But we slumld remember also how sorely he was 
provoked by fanatical and arrogant opponents, who showed 
not the least respect for law^ or order. Once, when Nestorius 
was about to enter the church for the purpose of preaching a 
discourse from the Benia, a monk boldly placed himself ih the 
way to stop him, because lieretics should not be allowed to 
teach in public. II is adversaries,*]* wiio relate this story them- 
selves, call this disorderly behaviour by no severer name, 
indeed, than the zeal of a pious simplicity ; , but they* really 
had no reason to complain, wlien such a disturber of the public 
peace was harshly dealt with and banished from Constan- 
tinople. On another occasion Nestorius displayed that spirit 
of moderation which seeks not to dispute about words, while 
pure doctrine is seen to be safe. As he had publicly de- 
clared in his sermons that he had no objection to the term 
^^droKoQi in itself considered ; so, in opposition to several of 
the clergy and the monks who had stigmatized him as a heretic, 
he declared himself ready to concede, that the person who by 
his nature is the Son of God was born of the Virgin Mary, 
the mother of God, since there is but one Son of God, The 
last addition shows in what sense he would concede this; 

♦ As Nestorius says himself, in a letter to Cyril! of Alexandria, 1. e. 
f. 138S. t L. c. Harduin. 1338. 
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namely, since the tjue and essential Son of God had appro- 
priated to himself human nature, and taken it up into union 
with kis own dignity, so that there is but one Son of God, the 
predicates of the human nature might therefore, in this point 
of view, be attributed to the one Son of God. Had these 
persons rightly understood the remark of Nestoriiis, in its 
eo«nec>'i^i with his own sclieme of doctrine, they would not 
1/’ ve accused him of deception.^ The adversaries ofNestorius 
at Const«,ntinople, at a time when he still possessed full in- 
fluence at the imperial court, and stood united with the ruling 
power, would hardly have ventured to come out so boldly 
against him, unless they had been sure of another powerful 
support, by virtue of their connection with Cyrill the patriarch 
of Alexandria, through whose syinpatiiy and participation it 
was that consequences of a still more extensive and general 
ngture flowed from this controversy. 

To form a correct judgment of the several steps, from the 
beginning, which Cyrill took in this matter, it will be necessary 
first to glance at the disposition and character of the man, and 
at the course of conduct he had exhibited since his entrance 
on the episcopal office. A violent persecuting spirit against 
pagans, Jews, ^nd heretics, an unbounded ambition, which 
did not scruple to resort to force and to political means for 
the sake of securing its ends,| were the traits of character 
which Gyrill had thus far unfolded. J A man of his stamp 
must have been attracted by an opportunity so inviting, of 
extending the dominion which he exercised in the Egyptian 
church over a still wider field. In contemplating by them- 
selves the first steps taken by Cyrill in this contest, we might 
be led to conclude that he was actuated by a zeal for pure 
doctrine, which, though it grew out of an exclusive, dog- 

* The language of Nystorius, as quoted by his accusers (Harduiti, 
I. f.^1338), was . rou (puffu visv too Ss^y, ort xyitif 

BisroKov, iers) (ovx) sw aXA®? It is plain that, with 

Tillemont, we must here supply the oy* inserted within the brackets ; 
since for the very reason that Nestorius acknowledged but one Son of 
God in the united deity and humanity, he was willing also in this regard 
to admit the term S'loTaxoff rightly understood 

t Vid. Socrat. VII. 7. * • 

^ % It was also rumoufed of Cyrill, that bishoprics could be obtained of 
him for money by persons wholly unworthy of the office. See Isidor 
Pelusiot. 1. II. ep, 127. 



134 CYRILL OF ALEXANDRIA— 

raatical spirit, and was exceedingly narrow, was yet untainted 
by personal passions ; that in the outset he did really seek, 
by gently pointing out where Nestorius was wrong, to con- 
vince and change the mind of his fellow-bishop, who, in his 
opinion, had given just cause of offence to many ; and, in so 
concluding, we should not attach overmuch importance to his 
abusive interpretation of his opponent’s principles — practice 
which we ‘find to have been no less common witMfhe othe**'' 
party. But when we compare- these steps of Cyrill^ with’ his 
character as previously exhibited ; when we follow them in 
their measured aud gradual progress to the final results — it 
becomes quite probable that he commenceS so gently only 
because the reigning influence of the patriarch of Constan- 
tinople was at first too strong for him ; and that he meant to 
prepare with cunning policy the more decided steps which 
were to follow in due time. 

Soon after the breaking out of the disputes at Constan- 
tinople, Cyrill took part in them by publishing two w^orks of 
his own, in which, liowever, he refrained wholly from al- 
luding to the name or the person of Nestorius. One of these 
was a programme referring to the approaching Easter festival,^ 
which, conformably to the usage of the Alexandrian bishops, 
he issued just before the commencement of theYasts. It being 
customary on such occasions to treat such topics of faith o^ 
morals as were adapted to tJie season, Cyrill chose for his 
topic on this occasion the peculiar character of Christ, the 
God-man, as compared with all other divine messengers and 
prophets — the doctrine of the union of the deity and humanity 
in Christ.f Next, he took up the same doctrinal subject in a 
long admonitory letter, addressed, after the Easter festival, to 
the Egyptian monks. In both these writings he carried out 
the distinction between an essential and natural union, and a 
barely relative, moral communion of God with humanity. 
He represented the transfer of predicates, and hence also the 
designation of Marj^ with the title ^roVoxoc, to be a necessary 
consequence of the former : he laboured to show that, unless 

libellus paschalis, ypa^eiTa Among the works of Cyrill, 

letters appear under the name of homilies (e/tuXieci), perhaps because 
they answereu the twofold purpose of being readl|^fore the Alexandrian 
church, and of being sent to other Egyptian churciies. 

t The I7th among his homilise paschales. 
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the former were adopted with all the consequences which 
flowed from it, Ciirist would be represented as a mere man, 
w^hqm God employed like other men as an instrument; and 
that accordingly Christ could not be the Redeemer of mankind. 
In his second work, Cyrill expressly states the reason whj he 
deemed it necessary to address this letter to the monks. Evil 
i I’eports, h§ said, had got among them and people were 
, aoroa‘^i1^vho sought to disturb their simple faith by starting 
such questions as whether Mary ought to be called ^edrocoe 
or .not. He observed, in the first place, very justly, that it 
were better if these persons (who had no call whatever to 
teach, and whft for the most part were w^holly destitute of any 
regular education) would abstain altogether from such ques- 
tions, and not agitate anew' those matters which even the best 
cultivated minds could scarcely contemplate as seen through a 
glass darkly. Tins reason surely ought to have prevented 
* Cyrill himself from wTiting liis letter ; but he supposed that, 
inasmuch as such questions had already begun to be agitated 
among the'm, it was necessary to furnish them with the means 
of refuting the sophisms of their opponents, and of securing 
their own faith against these assaults. But among the Egyp- 
tian monks, who w^ere wholly dependent on the authority of 
the AlexanTlrian patriarchs, and by their peculiar mode of 
training were least of all prepared or inclined to receive the 
Antiochian scheme of doctrine, the danger of being infected 
by errors which emanated from Constantinople was hardly so 
great as to call for any extraordinary precautions. Hence it 
would seem to be evident that Cyrill was not altogether in 
earnest in what lie here said : it may rather have been his 
express design, instead of suppressing, to foment the dispute, 
and add to its importance. The Egyptian monks were, in 
truth, the willing and ready tools of the Alexandrian bishops 
in their controversies ; and Cyrill must undoubtedly have been 
aware how easily the passions of these people could be excited 
on matters of this sort. 

It would seem, moreover, that, from various quarters, Cyrill 
was reproached f for having made such an attack on Kestorius, 

* S^vXXot nvU %aX£^rfl/. 

t See ep. vi. and vii. among his letters. The venerable abbot 
Isidpre of Pelusltm, who might properly address Cyrill in a certain 
tone of authority, wrote to him thus : “ Put an end to the dispute, lest 
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on Urn ground of mere reports, as he himself had avowed — an 
attack which, owing to the position maintained by the patri- 
arch df Alexandria in the church, must necessarily create a 
great sensation. Cyrill now declared that he felt himself 
called upon to open and expound the pure doctrine in order to 
set at rest the minds of those who had taken offence at the 
reported explanations of Nestorius».^ lie defended himselj 
against the (diarge of uncharitableness and lo\e of dhlj<ate, by 
alleging what, in such cases, hypocrisy, abusing the 
name of love, may easily wear on the lips ; that he was re^idy 
to sacrifice everything to charity, but could yield nothing in 
matters of faith ; that he could not remain siieift when scandal 
had been given to all the churches of the Roman empire ; that, 
by remaining silent under such circumstances, he would incur 
the charge of a serious dereliction from duty in the sight of 
God^ He also hints at the reasons which induced him, in that 
address to tlie monks, to ab^tain as yet from all personal attacks, ^ 
ani^to use language which was still -so far from being vehe- 
ment. He say si that he might justly ha\e pronounced the 
anathema on every person who refused to call Mary the mother 
of God ; but he had as yet forbore from so doing, J for the 
sake of Nestorius, lest many might say that the bishop of 
Alexandria or tlie F4gyptiaa synod had condemned him. It is 
easy to see that Cyrill was anxious to avoid the reproach of 
hunting up heresies under the influence of passion — a reproach 

f wliich events still fresh in the memories of all § ‘easily 
posed him. 

Kestorius must of course have been greatly excited by this 
letter, soon dispersed abroad, in which the doctrine taught by 
him was represented as conflicting with the very essence of 
Christianity — a letter the design and purport of which no one 
who was acquainted with the incidents at Constantinople 
could be at any loss to understand, and which put a new weapon 

you bring down upon yourself the judgment of God. Let not the 
pujaishment which you deem it necessary to inflict on mortal men on 
account of personal grievances, fall upon the living church. Prepare 
not the way for perpetual divisions of the church under the pretence of 
piety.” L. L ep. 370 . 

* Ep. 6. dy^^co<rois d.<!ro ruv awT<jy, in the ii« 

ep. to Nestor, nyouv ’^7}yr,{neov 

t Ep. vi. t rovTo A abrh 

§ In the case of Chrysostom, of which we shall speak hereafter. 
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into the hands ’Of his antagonists at Constantinople ; and .the 
more so, since, froSfi Cyriir s own declaration afterwards, that 
his address was aimed against the reported scriptural expo- 
sitions of Nestorius, it was apparent that the above-mentioiied 
(iiscotirse first held by Nestorius was the real object of his 
attack. 

When Cyrill learned how much Nestorius had been annoyed 
his^'^ter to the monks, he wrote to him personally in 
jn^tif^‘^ion of himself. It was not his letter assuredly, he 
thought, which had given rise to disturbances on account of 
the ^ith ; but it was what Nestorius was supposed to have 
said, whether In? had said it or not. There were many, he 
affirmed, who were ready to deny tliat they could any longer 
call Christ God, or anything more than an instrument of the 
Deity, How could he (Cjrill) remain silent when injury was 
done to the faith, and so many were disturbed ? * Would he 
flot have made himself answerable for his, untimely silence be- 
fore the judgment-seat of Christ? Indeed, wdiat was he to do 
now^? Cyrill hypocritically represented the matter as if he 
were desirous of consulting with Nestorius himself as to how 
he should act, since he had been inquired of by the Homan 
bfehop Coclestin and by a Homan synod, whether the writing 
dispersed abroad under the name of Nestorius, which had cre- 
ated everywhere great offence, should be considered as his 
or not. Cyrill bays he did not liimself know how that writing ^ 
had been conveyed to Home, although doubtless he knew ali*^ 
about it. He affected to doubt whether that discourse had 
really proceeded from Nestorius, although his animadversions 
on Nestorius in this letter showed clearly enough that he had 
no doubts on the subject ; and although, in case he entertained 
any, Ids conduct would only have been the more censurable. 
Thus, then, Cyrill concludes that Nestorius was bound rather 
to find fault with himself than with him. It would be his 
better course to correct what he had said, so as to put^an end 
to the scandal which the whole world had taken. If anything 
had escaped him, even in oral discourse, which he had occasion 
to regret, he ought, after mature reflection, to rectify the mis- 
take, and no longer hesitate to call Mary the mother of God. 

* It is hardly to he conceived, however, that a sermon of Nestorius 
Ihould have product such important effects among Egyptian monks, 
who were so little capable of being affected by a tendency of this sort 
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This letter of Cyrill was of course not calculated to mend 
or lo mitigate the injury he had done to fS'estorius ; for this 
very letter, notwithstanding all its assurances of love, con- 
tained, in fact, the severest charges which could be alleged 
against a preacher 6f the gospel as such. Although Nestorius 
signified as much in his reply to Cyrill, yet he answered him 
in a calm and dignified tone. Into the specific matter of 
CyrilFs le.tter he forbore to enter at large, ’bijjtif^sougii^ 
only to refute the charges brought against his doct^^VJ^fh 
CyrilFs address to the monks, and to retort the samd* accusa- 
tions, under another form, upon Cyrill himself. In so doing 
he indulged himself, it must be allowed, thoi»gh in a different 
way, in the same unwarrantable licence which his opponent 
had taken of misrepresentation and false charges. Instead of 
entering into CyrilFs train of thought, in holding fast to the 
expressions, ‘‘ God was born,” “ God suffered,” and the like, 
which might flow out of the tlieory of the transfer of predi^' 
cates, he accused him of falling into Pagan, Apollinarian, and 
Arian errors — and, still worse, of representing God as capable 
of passion. But he w’^as surely right when he said that the 
sacred scriptures uniformly give such ' predicates, not to the 
Godhead, but to Christ, which name designates the union of 
the two natures. Hence, moreover, it was hk opinion, that 
Mar}’- should be called rather the mother of Christ (ypiffroroKo^) 
fthan the mother of God. After having called upon Cyrill to 
examine more, closely into the doctrine of scripture, as to 
perceive this, he ironically thanked him for sympathizing so 
deeply with those whose peace had been disturbed, and for 
extending his anxieties even to the affairs in Constantinople. 
He might rest assured, Iiowever, that he had been wrongly 
informed, perhaps by clergymen of Constantinople like minded 
Avith himself ; for everything there was in the most favourable 
condition — the Christian knowledge of his flock daily improv- 
ing, aijd the emperor rejoicing in the prosperity of the church. 
Nestorius could not therefore, at this time, have been aware 
of any threatening danger. Cyrill did not leave this letter 
unanswered ; he complained, in his reply, of the calumnies of 
worthless men who dared to criminate him, especially in the 
councils of the higher officers of state.* He next repeats the 

V 

* Taj tv r'iXu ffvvo^ov; xaiPu^vXaxovWis juaktffra, TheS6 pcrSOllS 
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admonitions of his first letter, unfolds anew his doctrine con- 
cerning the union of natures, and defends it against the conse- 
quei|pes which Nestorius had drawn from it in his letter.* 

For a moment it seemed as if the way was opened for a 
recoticiliatioUL between the two patriarchs, which, could it 
possibly have been brought about, would have facilitated the 
suppression^ at least for a time, of the controversies now in the 
bud. Jl^j^resbyter of the Alexandrian church, byj:he name of 
J ja:t.pQn, came to Constantinople as a mediator of peace ; an 
otfiGe wduch he had probably undertaken of his own accord. 
Although Nestorius iiad already determined to break off the 
correspondence* entirely, yet the spirit of Christian love by 
which Lampon seemed to be a(^tuated,. exerted an influence over 
him which nothing else could have done. Nestorius was per- 
suaded to wTite one more short letter to Cyrill t — a letter 
which everywhere breathes sincerity, and in its few words pre- 
Wits a fair image of the writer’s heart. Nothing is of more 
power,” he writes, than Christian gentleness. By this man’s 
might I have been conquered, for 1 confess that I am seized 
with great fear when I perceive in any man the spirit of 
Christian gentleness ; it is as if God dwelt in him.” | It may 
perhaps have been a consequence of this peaceful disposition, 
then cherished by Nestorius, that the presbyter Anastasius 
himself, who was the original author of the dispute, made an 
attempt towards reconciling those members of the clergy at 
Constantinople who had broken off frv)m fellowship with their 
patriarch. § But the opposition of the two parties to each 
other had already gone too far to allow this disposition of 
Nestorius to be ol’ any long continuance, or such a negotiation 
to come to any favourable issue. 

Cyrill constantly kept up the connection with the party op- 
po.sed to Nestorius amongst the clergy, monks, and laity at 
Constantinople, He covertly directed their steps, which could 

would naturally be averse to a bishop who was so fond of intei’meddling 
with political affairs. This passage serves to show, moreover, that in 
the outset Nestorius seemed to have those who were jn authority rather 
in his favour than opposed to him. 

* Ep. iv, ^ ^ ^ t Ep. lii. 

IfMXoyu KiKT^cr^a/ rralvv vreiffotv ^rcivrof aiv'^^6; 

u? iyKctSfiimv eturp tov d^sov *ex<r>»^a.b> 5 v. 

§ See Cyrill. ep. 8. 
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easily be done, since doubtless the Alexandrian patriarchs 
were always accustomed to maintain their agents {ctTroKpicridpioi) 
near the imperial residence. But, at the same time, so am- 
bitious and violent a man as Cyrill would necessarily have 
many enemies among his own clergy; and these now sought 
protection and support from Nestorius. They placed in his 
hands many charges against their bishop ; charges for whicli 
the latter, by his arbitrary and violent proceedings, h^^Tcloubt- 
less given just occasion ; and it. would seem that these- 
plaints were at first received and entertained at the imperial 
court. In a person of Cyriirs character, this circumstance 
would probably create an impression that disaf)pointed vanity 
and revenge had now led Nestorius to aim at ruining him; 
v,but fears for the disposition of the court at Constantinople, 
which still seemed favourably inclined to Nestorius, would 
counsel him to prudence. Deserving of notice in this regard 
is particularly Cyrilfs answer to a memorial of the events 
which had there transpired, sent to him by the clergy who 
espoused his cause in Constantinople.* Laying it to the 
charge of Nestorius that lie had instigated worthless men to 
appear as Cyrill’s accusers, he says, ‘‘ Let him know that I 
have no fear of the journey (to Constantinople^ nor of my 
being able to answer tliose persons, when it is the proper time. 
For in due course the providence of our Saviour makes use of 
•^ight and unimportant things as occasions for assembling a 
synod, and through its means his church is purified, so that it 
preserves the noble faith untarnished. But let not the wretched 
man suppose that, even though the persons who by his insti- 

* Ep. 5. This remarkable document has come down to us in two 
d.ifferent forms, in the Greek and in a Latin translation by Marius Mer- 
cator, which last contains a good deal more than the Greek, and some- 
times helps to correct the latter, though it must itself also sometimes be 
corrected by the Greek. According to the supei-scription, as given by 
Marius Mercator, this letter of Cyrill was directed to his agents (Apo- 
crisiarii) at Constantinople. On the other hand, according to the Greek 
document, it was directed to the schismatic clergy at Constantinople. 
At all events, the advice with regard to the petition to the emperor, 
which had been submitted to Cyrill’s inspoction, is closely connecter 
With this letter ; and this advice assuredly seems much more like that 
which would be addressed to the clergy of another diocese, who had 
entered into combination with Cyrill, than to agents taken from his own 
clerus. It is probable, therefore, that the Greek ^itle is the right 
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gation would accuse us were more in number and more im- 
portant tlian tliey are, he is to be judge over us ; for when I 
come to Constantinople I shall protest against this, and he 
himself will have to answer for the bad jeports which are 
abroad concerning him,” We see from this that the thought 
of Nestorius presiding over a synod, as his judge, was a thing 
peculiarly intolerable to Cy rill’s vanity. Nestorius had been 
iJie first propose a synod to assemble at Constantinople 
foVtL? purpose of considering, these and other matters; but 
although this proposition had come from his advei%aries, yet 
Cyrill was satisfied with it ; for, as it here appears evident, 
he conceived th^? hope that by adroit management he should 
succeed in converting this synod into an instrument for the 
overthrow of Nestorius and his system. He wrote, therefore, 
to the above-mentioned ecclesiastics, that everything from the 
sermons of Nestorius which could be used to his disadvantage, 
ifiust be carefully preserved imtil the proper time^ unless a 
change took place in him. Those ecclesiastics had transmitted 
to him a complaint drawn up in very severe language against 
Nestorius, and designed for the emperor, in making use of 
which they wished to follow the judgment of Cyrill. The 
latter, however, chose to withhold tlie document, because he 
feared an tmjhvourahle impression ivoidd be created by its 
severity. \ He substituted in place of this another memorial, 
craftily jjrepared by himself, in which he preferred they should 
act first, not on tlie ofiensive, but on the defensive, against 
Nestorius. In this instrument they protested against his 
judicial authority ; and,- to justify the step, they endeavoured 
to point out the cause from which the hostility of Nestorius 
proceeded, which gave them a convenient opportunity for 
bringing out on this occasion the complaint against his 
orthodoxy. In case their adversaries persisted in their accu- 
sations, they were to appeal to another tribunal. This me- 
morial Cyrill wrote to them was to be delivered only when it 
should be found necessary. He would himself take , the first 
opportunity to choose certain bishops and monks, wise and 
, piotis men, and send them on to Constantinople ; for he should 

^ ka) aXXif \x, tZv auT0{Jf 

tet/$ icai^ov. 

■ t uvi Xiym ' fjuov icr) roZ (hcKfiXi&i 
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not rest easy until, as he cantingly expressed it, he had fought 
out the battle for the salvation of all to the end. Moreover, 
he was already preparing to write such letters and to^ such 
’persons as the case demanded 

To create an influence against Nestorius at the court, Cyrill, 
in the year 429, had written two works, in which he expounded 
his own views, as above described, and controvejrted the opi- 
nions attributed to Nestorius ; but without engagiic^ in anv 
personal attack on Nestorius, or even mentioning lijgi^fiame. 
One of thfese works ho addressed to the emperor Theodosius 
II. himself, and to the empress Eudocia; the other to that 
all-powerful woman, the Augusta Pulcheria,* and to the rest 
of the emperor’s sisters. A passage in the letter hereafter to 
be noticed, which the emperor sent to Cyrill, might lead us to 
conjecture that Cyrill had very good and ^special reasons for 
addressing himself to Pulcheria ; that he had been infortteed, 
by means of his secret spies at Constantinople, of a misunder- 
standing, of which perhaps Nestorius himself had been the 
occasion, between the emperor and his sister, who otherwise 
possessed so much influence with him ; and that he hoped to 
turn this connection with Pulcheria to the purpose of weaken- 
ing the court-party which favoured Nestorius : for he is 
afterwards accused by the emperor of having Taken this step, 
either because he had contrived, in a way unbefitting his 
station, to get knowledge of the breach between the emperor 
and his sister, or because he had sought to sow discord between 
them. And this accusation brought against Cyrill harmonises 
with an ancient story, which intimates that Nestorius had 
incurred the displeasure of Pulcheria, by leading her brother 
to suspect her of having entered into some illicit connection 
with one of the nobles of the court.f This supposition is 

♦ Undoubtedly Cyrill understood very well wlxat persons at Constan- 
tinople he should address, and how he could best work upon them so as 
to accomplish his designs at the court. The most instructive explanation 
of ^11 these points is contained in a letter of his archdeacon and syncell, 
which we shall have occasion to quote when we come to speak of some^ 
what later events. 

t The obscure passage in Suidas under the words Pulcheria, 'H 
ifmnl tov us tsvs ixtmv 

$<rt rh alikipev au’rnt Qio^offtov tov 

i 5/a rovvo eutuf vve ttvrns fl| 

vU tAs fAxyUr^m llxo^mv Xiyo/xiwf. The sense of this passage- 
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rendered probable jikewise by similar examples in the history 
of the Constantinopolitan patriarchs.^ 

It had often been the case before, that the bishops of . the 
contending church parties in the East endeavoured to secure 
the victory on their side, by forming a connection with the 
bishops of Rome. To this means Cyrill now resorted. He 
sent to Coehestin bishop of Rome a report of the erroneous 
dootrine&'i-tauglit by Nestorius. It is plain that, in so^doing, 
he the liberty of making many untrue statements, so as 
to niake it appear to the Orientals that the step had been 
taken, not of Ids own free will, but as a matter of necessity. 
Earlier than tlfis he had complained to Nestorius that his 
sermons had given great offence at Rome (see above) ; and he 
had pretended to ask him what was to be done. But it is 
evident from the letter of Cyrill, of which we are now speaking, 
that he was the first to write on this occasion, without being 
tsked, to the Roman bishop ; for his letter is not a reply to 
one w^hich he had received. Moreover, it seems to have been 
Cyrill himself who caused the sermons of Nestorius to be 
translated, and immediately sent to Rome, where he was the 
first to make them known. Next, in his letter to John, patri- 
arch of Antioch, he represents the matter as though he had 
been led first by the report of Nestorius to the Roman bishop, 
to write to the latter in his own defence ; but this statement 
is utterly at variance with the contents and tone of the letter 
to the*bishop Coelestin, for Cyrill surely would not have 
omitted to mention in his own letter that of Nestorius, if his 

perhaps, also be construed thus, that Nestorius had accused her brother 
before the Paulinus there mentioned, of forbidden intercourse with her 
brother ; but this rendering is not so well suited to the collocation of 
the words as that followed in the text. And had this been the accusa- 
tion, Theodosius would have been as much excited against Nestorius as 
Pnlcheria was. 

♦ Afterwards, too, it is always to Pnlcheria that the merit is ascribed 
of having especially contributed, by her zeal for the orthodox faith, to 
bring about the suppression of the Nestorian heresy. The language of 
the syncell already mentioned, to a bishop of Constantinople, during the 
later transa^ions, may serve as an example ; Festina supplicari dominse 
aneillsB Dei Pulcherise Auguste, ut iterutn ponat animctm suam pro 
Domino Christo ; that is, in behalf of the cause of Cyrill. Wlien Pul- 
eheria reigned with Marcian, the Egyptian bishops, during the first 
seerion of the cour#il of Chaleedon, shouted; 'H AwyyVr* 

See Harduin. Concil. T. II. f. 74, B. 
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own had been occasioned by it. This epistle was composed in 
a style well fitted to win the favourable 'Verdict of a Roman 
bishop, anxious to establish his authority as judge over the 
whole church ; for he wrote to him that he left it to his 
decision whether he' (Cyrill) ought or ought not to announce 
to Nestorius the withdrawal from him of the fellowship of 
the church. He requested him to make knowm his decision by 
leUers to ajl the bishops of tiie East ; for this wouHbave for 
its effJbt to unite them all together in the defence of 
doctrine. To the bearer of this letter, a certain deacon Po- 
sidonius, Cyrill at the same time entrusted, for the use of the 
Roman bishop, a brief statement of the main points in which 
the erroneous doctrines of Nestorius consisted, and a skilful 
exposition of all that was peculiar and characteristic in the 
Antiochian system of doctrine ; represented, however, only in 
that particular light in which it must appear to him from his 
own point of view, and with some unfair conclusions. ^ 

As to Nestorius, he too had occasion to write to the Roman 
bishop, but on another sifuject, and one, indeed, which was not 
exactly suited to {)rocure for him a favourable hearing. Four 
bishops from Italy, deposed in tlie Pelagian controversies, had 
some time before taken up their residence in Constantinople. 
They had complained of the injustice done than, and sought 
help from the patriardi of Constantinople as well as from the 
emperor. Nestorius v.us too much a friend to justice, and of 
too independent a spirit, to condemn these men at oneb, with-* 
out inquiring into the matter. He wished to hear both sides, 
and therefore reported tlie aliair to the Roman bishop, request- 
ing from him a more exact statement of the facts. . He wrote 
several letters to Rome on this subject, but received no answer ; 
partly perhaps because the Roman bishop, being ignorant of 
the Greek language, was obliged to wait till the letters could 
be translated, and partly because the style of the letters may 
not have been altogetlier flattering to the Roman pride. In 
two other letters, wliicli he despatched after these, Nestorius 
drew up a report of the controversy which had now begun. 
He spoke here with the same vehemence and inju^ice of the 
positions of his opponent as the latter had done with respect to 
his 0^0 doctrines. Yet here too he declared himself ready, 
though prefening himself to give Mary the title of xpi<*‘roVoicoc, 
to allow that she might be called ^£oVo/coc> provided this title 
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was understood to refer, npt to the deity, but to the Inimanity 
united with the deity. Very striding, however, is the differ- ' 
enoe of tone between the letters of Nestorius and those of 
CyrilTto the Roman bishop. Cyrill addresses him in language 
which was at least capable of being so understood as if he did 
concede to him a certain supreme judicial authority over the 
church. Nestorius speaks to him as one colleague to another, 
an<^ as a psj^rson standing on the same level with himself. This 
of r£af4f would be sufficient tp interest Coelestin, the Roman 
bishop, 'in favour of Cyrill rather than of Nestorius, ami to 
enlist his prejudices against the latter. In addition to this, he 
had first become* acquainted with the doctrines of Nestorim? 
from the representations of Cyrill, the latter having more 
craftily accompanied his letters with a Latin translation ; and 
it is easy to see that the scheme which had thus been explained 
to him would, from the first, appear to him to detract from the 
dignity of the God-man.* 

'^Coelestin decided at a Roman synod that tlie clergy excom- 
municated by Nestorius should be received back to the fellow- 
ship of the church : and in case Nestorius himself did not 
present, within ten days after the reception of the sentence 
pronounced at Rome, a written recantation, and testify his 
agreement will? the Roman and Alexandrian elnircli doctrine 
respecting the birth of Christ, who is our God, he should be 
excommunicated, and no longer recognized as patriarch. In a 
letter toDyrill, full of extravagant praises, he gave to tliat bishop, 
by the sovereign authority of tlie apostolic see, the power of 
carrying this sentence into execution ; and, in case Nestorius 
refused to furnish the required recantation, of providing at 
once for the appointment of a new patriarch. This sentence- 
he communicated also to the clergy at Constantinople who 
had seceded from Nestorius, and to the latter himself with the 
most vehement reproaches. T'he Roman bishop here claimed 
for himself a supreme judicatory authority, which, according 

^ The doctrine of Nestorius appeared to him to be such, that its 
author could sometimes consider Christ to he a mere man, and some- 
times, whenever he thought fit, ascribe to him unity with God. See 
the letter of CoBlestin to the clergy of Constantinople. The Koraan 
narrowness betrays itself in his letter to Cyrill, where he charges it 
upon Nestorius as a t||9me *. 'Or! rZ Ss&J hf^av Wxyt^rxi 

, Ih'xs ytvvneriMf. 

VOL. IV. ^ 
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to the then constitution of the church, in ^nowise belonged to 
him ; and which Cyrill, unless he had seen that it might be 
turned to his own advantage, and could not possibly prove in- 
jurious to it, would assuredly never have conceded. But, 
under the present circumstances, this declaration of the Roman 
bishop was extremely agreeable to Cyrill, as an important 
means for the attainment of his objects ; for he conM make use 
of this declaration to intimidate the Oriental bishops by tlie 
fear of a rupture with the whole Western church ; witJiKTfhich 
church peace had, but a short time before, been once .more 
restored. This is made manifest in his letter to John, patriarch 
of Antioch.* 

Tlie most eminent and influential bishops of the Eastern 
provinces of Roman Asia,t who were attached partly to the 
unaltered system of Theodore, and in part to a very temperate 
and mild interpretation of the same, looked with alarm at the 
outbreak of a new schism, which threatened once more to sev^r 
from one another the Christian East and West, after the peace 
of the church had, but a very short time before, by the un- 
wearied pains of the centenarian bishop Acacius of Beroea in 
Syria, been again restored. Among the bishops of Syria, 
several men were at that time to be found who were distin- 
guished for profound knowledge, genuine an^ ardent piety, 
and freedom from that worldly spirit by which so many 
of their colleagues were governed. By the relations of former 
fnendship they were, for the most part, well disposed to 
Nestorius, as they were, by their moderate way of thinking, 
inclined to take the part of mediators of peace between the tw^o 
parties. In this feeling, the person who in rank stood first 
among these bishops, elolm, patriarch of Antioch, wrote to 
Nestorius, with the common understanding of six other bishops 
of this district who happened just then to be assembled with 
him. He transmitted to him the letters which he had received 
from Alexandria and Rome, accompanied by remarks of his 
own, distinguished for Christian wisdom and moderation. He 
begged of him so to read the letters which he sent as not to 
allow himself to be hurried away by those impulses of passion, 

* In this letter he says, for example, with regard to the determi- 
nations of the Roman synod : oU avayKH Tovf 

«!ra<rav “rJiv '^vtrty Kmeavicts. 

t The so called MaroXucat, 
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out or wliicn the ^urtful spirit of dispute and self-will were 
wont to spring ; nor yet to despise this matter, which might 
lead to an irremediable evil ; but with friends of the same mind 
with* himself, to whom he must allow the liberty of impartially ^ 
telling him the truth, to inquire with cafmness what ought to 
be done. He presented before him the danger of the new 
rupture which threatened to take place. What insolence 
w^uld not opponents, who had already arrogated.so much to 
thci:? selves, assume after reading these letters ! * He regretted 
that, the whole dispute had arisen about a bare word, which 
in fkct, even according to the opinion of Nestorius himself, 
might be used iti a right sense, and had already been used in 
this sense by many church- teachers. Hie Homan bishop had, 
indeed, allowed him but a short respite of only ten days, but 
he needed not even so short a space as this for reflection. He 
could in a few hours decide as to the explanation which should 
be given, for he needed not hesitate to approve a term whose 
fundamental sense, according to the right understanding of it, 
he certainly did not reject. He called upon him to oflbr this 
sacrifice for the sake of preserving the peace of the church. 
What the patriarch John here advised, his friend agreed, in 
fact, with the sentiments which he himself had already ex- 
pressed, of Ris own accord, on a previous occasion ; and 
accordingly Nestorius, in his reply, after having explained the 
origin of the whole dispute, said that he had nothing to object 
to tlie'" term BeoroKog, provided only it was guarded against 
misrepresentation, and understood in a right sense as de- 
signating the union f of the two natures. But with regard to 
the habitual arrogance of the Eg}ptian — he wrote to the 
patriarch John — there was no reason why he, in particular, 
should be surprised at it, for he had before him many old 
examples of the same thing. J Nestorius was then hoping for 

* A remarkable expression in the letter of the patriarch : 

tl ^^0 T^v vvv d.^eo'TaXivrcav y^a.fjLy.iivtuv el tteXka/ 
xaf yvv ttis A’Ta tmv vovtuv <r/yis 

W/vTai, xecl -reix ov Ka.6' hf^y ^rxjpvurm. Unless we sup- 

pose that the patriarch is speaking here simply per anakoinosin^ 
which, however, is not probable, — we find here a hint of the many 
attacl^ which the bishops of Eastern Asia had already had to endure. 

f Propter unitionis rationem. _ 

t Be consueta v^!-o JEgyptii prscsumtione maxime tua religiosity 
de^t admirari, dum babes autiqua hujus exeinpla perplurima. Here, 

ii 2 
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a general ecclesiastical assembly, at whic|i this controversy 
could easily be disposed of by a general agreement. He had 
no presentiment at that time of the preponderance of the 
oppjosite party at court. 

Had this plan of Nestorius been adopted, the dispute might 
still have been for the present suppressed, although indeed 
only for the moment, since the opposition of the tvvo doctrinal 
tendencies lying at the root of this controversy about the teriii 
^EoroKOQ would most assuredly, sooner or later, opeidy^jUMtni- 
fest itself 

But, by the arrogant conduct of Cyril], the dispute about a 
word with which the Syrian church also was satisfied, was 
converted into a contest bet\v(‘en the doctrinal systems of the 
two churches. Cyrill determined to act as the executor of the 
sentence passed by the Roman synod, lii this year, 430, he 
sent a letter, in the name of a synod held a Alexandria, to 
Nestorius, in which, conformably to the sentence prononnced*- 
at Rome, he was for sumiuoniiig him, tiie third and last time, 
to recant. He laid before him the system of doctrines which 
he must confess as the true system, and unfolded in twelve 
formulas of condemnation (dvaChparto-poi) what he had to re- 
cant. These explanations, however, contained nothing else 
than the Egyptian creed carried out in opposition to the 
rigidly Antiochian system, as it had been expressed by Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia — a (pvaiKrj .(natural union) as 

opposed to the tywaic /car’ evSoklay (union by worth, 

favour) — a eywo-ic, and not a cruya</)uu (union, and not con- 
junction) — which last formula expressed too little. One Son 
of God, one Christ out of two natures ; or, as he preferred to 
say, formed of two different things into an indissoluble unity.* 
In the one Logos, who iiad become man, the different divine 
and human predicates were, indeed, still to be distinguished ; 
but not so the two natures. Both kinds of* predicates were to 
be referred to one and the same Logos, who became man. 
One Logos with his own proper body.f Hence the un- 
conditional transfer of predicates, — as, for example, that 
Mary had corporeally borne the Logos from God who became 

too, we have a noticeable indication of the contests which had before 
existed between the Egyptian and Syrian Churches. 

* ’E» Sya 'hta<p6^uv <roayy,ara>v its Ivornra rhv ^A^tffTov ffvviiny 
f El# Xoyos fiiTot rije irdpxas. 
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fiesil ;* tliat the Lo^os from God had suflPered and been crucified 
according to the flesh, &c. 

Tlfis step of the bishop Cyrill gave the whole matter a dif- 
ferent turn, for it was thereby necessarily converted from a 
personal attack on Nestorius into an attack on the form of 
doctrine taught in the Syrico-Asiatic church. So it was con- 
sk^red by the most authoritative teachers of that cburchc 
Johri, patriarch of Antioch, who stood at their head, deemed 
it necessary to enter into a public refutation of these anathe- 
mas, and selected Theodoret, bislu){) of Cyrus, a town on the 
Euphrates, for JLhis purpose.^ This man, otherwise distin- 
guished for his Christian moderation and gentleness, allowed 
himself, however, in this instance, to be misled by his dog- 
matic zeal, though springing no doubt out of a purely Chris- 
tian interest, into an unfair judgment. With right he might 
complain that CyrilFs formulas of condemnation failed in 
accuracy of doctrinal expression, and that from this defect a 
dangerous reaction was to be apprehended on Chn>tian know- 
ledge. With good right he supposed that the extravagances 
of expression, which might perhaps be tolerated in the compo- 
sition of Christian hymns, and in the more rhetorical language 
of the homili^is, would, be followed with dangerous conse- 
quences in doctrinal language, and could not be so mildly 
judged. § Very justly, lie felt himself bound to enter the 

o 

rey-Evvi^ts a-d^xd ysyovora rev lx Btev Xdyov. 

t Tov Seov Xoyov •^rdhvrot. erdfixt xcti Iffrav^MfjLkvov trd^xt- 
X Ep. 150, among the letters of Theodoret. 

^ In his circulatory ktter addressed to the Syrian monks, in opposi- 
tion to the anathemas oi Cyrill, ep. 151, where he speaks of the expres- 
sion used concerning Mary, xou ‘rxvr^yv^sxM; rli xiyuv UiXu xx) v/uvov; 

v<paivsiv XXI t^xivavg xeu (^evXirxi ro7g nzijevort^ois ove/xairiv dvetyxxMS 

ou 'hoy^ar’iZ^uv, dxxd, ^xvsyv^'i^av xxi Say^of^wy ug olovn rev 
fAUe’rvi^tov ro fesyi^eg^ aeroXavirej rou -tto^ou xx] rolg fjiiydXoig evofjuxn xi~ 

This more closely drawn distinction betwixt liturgical, ascetic 
and properly dogmatic language, was, as a general thing, characteristic 
of the Syrian church. Alexander, bishop of Hierapolis, traces the whole 
corruption of dogmatic terminology to the confounding of the two 
distinct forms of language. Et qurdem ut in festivitatibus sivc in prse- 
coniis atque doctrinis incircumbpecte Dei yenetrix sivc Deitm enixa ab 
orthodoxis tantummodo sine adjectioiie di'ceretur, vel Deicidsei Judsei 
y^texrevoi) vel quia verbum iveanmtum est cset., sane nulla accusatione 
sunt digna, eo qno^tiec dogmatiee sunt posita ista. Kpistola Alexandri 
Hierapolitani ad ifieodoretum in Tr^gesdia Irensri ed. Lupus. 0pp. 
Tom. Vll. c. 94, f. 247 ; also in opp. Theodoreti,ed. Halens. T. V. ep, 7S. 
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strongest protest against this thing in pafticnlar, that Cyrill 
was bent on making a form of doctrinal expression which was 
so inexact, and so liable to misconstruction, the prevailing 
formula in the Oriental church ; and for stigmatizing as 
heresy everything that did not accord with it. But still he 
ought to have distinguished the doctrine lying at bottom from 
the form of the expression, and not to have attributed to Cyrill 
doctrines which he could derive from his assertions only by 
inferences, against which Cyrill had expressly enough guarded ; 
as he did, in fact, contrive to find, in the condemnatory' sen- 
tences of Cyrill, Apollinariaii, Gnostic, and Manichean errors. 
Now as Cyrill, in defending his anatliemas, proceeded in the 
same way against Theodoret’s system of faith, it was a matter 
of course that, although the more temperate form of the Syrian 
creed approximated very nearly to that of Cyrill, yet the op- 
position between the two systems became more and more 
apparent, and the difficulty of coming to a calm, mutual 
understanding with regard to differences, every day increased. 
A difference between the two systems existed, it is true, all 
along, and this had its ground in the'fact that Theodoret was 
seeking to unfold tlie truth under the forms of the under- 
standing; while Cyrill, avoiding everything of *> that sort, was 
for holding fast only to the transcendent fact, so that those 
nicer distinctions of the understanding appeared to him an 
undervaluing or a denial of tlie niystery. But, notwithstand- 
ing all this, the dispute on many of the formulas was made of 
so much weight because the parties did not mutually under- 
stand each other as to their meaning. 'Jheodoret vehemently 
controverted the doctrine of a (pvffiKrt, of a evumg Kad^ 

viroffraaiv, because he maintained that God was thereby 
subjected to a natural necessity, and the distinction of the 
conceptions of deity and humanity which had become united 
in Christ, was impossible ; but Cyrill understood those ex- 
pressions in another sense, and guarded himself sufficiently 
against all those interpretations. He opposed that erwen^ 
^vaiicri and Kad’ vwoaracriy to a barely moral union, consisting in 
the will or in the mode of conduct. He accused his opponents 
of holding to the latter only ; but Theodoret in fact taught 
expressly that deity and humanity were upited in one person.* 

* *'E» He would not say vwcirTtftr/f, because he took this 

term in another sense. 
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Out of these different doctrinal tendencies, however, arose 
also a different mofie of apprehending several particularsT in 
the life of Christ. Theodoret did not hesitate, in following 
the gospel history, to ascribe to our Saviour, during his life 
on earth, in reference to his humanity, a* limited knowledge, 
and to say that this humanity, in that point of time, knew 
only so much as the indwelling deity revealed to it.’** But 
Cyrill this assertion appeared scandalous : he affirmed, on 
the other hand, that whoever said a revelation, *and that a 
graduated one, was made by the indwelling God to the 
servant-form, made of Christ a mere prophet. As he was not 
disposed, hovvevi^r, directly to deny the ignorance predicated 
of the human nature of Christ, since he recognized the attri- 
butes of the latter in their individuality, he expressed himself, 
with a view to mark strongly the incompreheiisibleness of the 
mystery, after a form to wdiich he could hardly attach any 
'Jefinite meaning : “ When Christ subjected himself to the 
general ma^s of human nature, wliich is limited in its know- 
ledge, he appropriated this part of it also by a special 
economy, f although still he had no bounds to his knowledge, 
but was, with the Father, omniscient.’’^ 

Thus, then, this arbitrary, illegal conduct of Cyrill tended 
at first to injure rather than to benefit his cause. In the 
consciousness of his right and of his independent dignity, 
Nestorius received the episcopal deputies who brought to him 
the requisitions of Cyrill and Cmlestiii, with merited contempt : 
he did not allow liimself to be interrupted thereby in the 
preaching of his doctrine, and he opposed to the anathemas of 
Cyrill twelve others.^ 

In the emperor’s court at Constantinople, also, the conduct 
of Cyrill created an impression very unfavourable to the latter. 
The complaints ef his arrogance and love of power, which had 
been already received there before, seemed thereby to be con- 
firmed. All the previous steps of Cyrill in this affair being 
placed along with the last, seemed to indicate a deeply-laid 
scheme for the arbitrary supplanting of Nestorius ; but men 

Tijg rotra.ur(t, xkt \kiUov rov yivunKovffvii^ off» h ihixovpa 

t OiKOVOfitxSi olxuovrm rovva /ubtra rav aXX<k>v. 
t He says also:^ Avrou \tXTai Koii 70 Iilivai n.(U to tUuai 
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were determined not to tolerate tins despotism which indivi- 
dual bishops wished to exercise over theVhole church, and 
not to sacrifice Nestorius to any such arbitrary caprice of 
an individual. According to that system of churcli con^jtitu- 
tion which alone \tas recognized at Constantinople, Cyrilfs 
arbitrary will could gain no legal authority from the dicta- 
torial conduct of a Eoman bishop. Since, then, it Iiad already 
been de tern] ined upon before, to assemble a genera‘1 council tib 
attend to other ecclesiastical matters, according to the wish of 
Nestorius himself, and according to the proposal of his op- 
ponents, so, by these new events, the prosecution of this pur- 
pose was hastened to a completion ; for the inv/i3stigatiori of the 
matters in dispute by a general council would be set over 
against the arbitrary decision of individual bishops and synods. 
The emperor was resolved to approve nothing but the decision 
of such a council; but as Constantinople had before (se^ 
above) been fixed upon as the place for the meeting of the*' 
council, so now the city of Ephesus was appointed instead of it. 
This change of the place was occasioned, beyond all doubt, by 
some special cause. Probably fears were entertained of the 
coriibination of Cyrill witli a certain party of the Byzantine 
court and with influential monks. So on the 19th of November, 
430, the emperor Tlieodosius IT. issued a proclamation to all 
the metropolitans of his empire, summoning them to meet in 
a council to be holden at Ephesus, about Pentecost, in the fol- 
lowing year. But along with the general proclamatmn ad- 
dressed to Cyrill, as it was to all the metropolitan bishops, the 
emperor sent to the former a special one, in which he severely 
reprimanded him for his conduct thus farmland declaretl to him 
that be would sufTer it no longer. This letter is drawn up 
with more good sense than we should expect from a Theodosius, 
arid we can scarcely be mistaken in supposing that it was dic- 
tated by a wdser head. 

It called upon Cyrill to recollect that pure doctrine was 
found by investigation rather than by the assumption of autho- 
rity ; for from the first * it had been established, not by the 
threat of any potentate whatever, but by the deliberations of 
the fathers. Let Cyrill declare then (it proceeded) why, neg- 
lecting the emperor, of whom he knew that the cause of piety 
lay near his heart, and neglecting all the priests in ail the 
* At all events it should have been %o. 
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churches, who ougj^t rather to have been assembled for the pur- 
pose of settling the matters in dispute, he has chosen, as much 
as iii^hirn lay, to excite disorders and divisions in the church ? 
And no wonder he had here overstepped tlie bounds of pro- 
priety, as he had not even spared the iinperiat family itself ; for 
why had he written twice — once to the emperor and to the em- 
jp ess, and ajsecoiid time to his sister Pulcheria ? Doubtless for 
no other reason than because he either believed that they, were 
at difference with each other,. or else hoped to set them at dif- 
fero^nce by his letter. But were the fir>t the case, it betrayed 
a censurable curiosity (a prying interference in tlie concerns 
of the court) fol* a bishop who lived so remote from the court-, 
to know anything about such matters ; and, if it were not the 
case, the wish to excite such discord was nowhere, less befitting 
than in a bishop. But it betrayed the same disposition to be 
stirring up discord in the imperial family and to be exciting 
it among the churches, as if one had no other means of making 
one’s self famous. 

The emperor, at the appointed time, sent to Ephesus the 
Comes Candidianus, as his plenipotentiary before the synod, 
with the express command that he should not interfere with the 
doctrinal proceedings of the council, but only use his authority 
for the preservation of order.^ Doubtless there were reasons 
for the anxiety wiiich led to such a pn cautionary measure ; 
and many other things, indeed, contained in tlie letter which 
the emperor addressed to the synod, confirm this conjecture. 
For he directed, at the same time, that all persons belonging 
to the secular order,- and all monks who liad assembled at 
Ephesus, or who should afterwards assemble there, should, with- 
out exception, leave tlie place, in order that the peaceful and 
calm investigation of doctrine might not be disturbed by them, 
and that no passionate feelings or discord might be excited. 
There may, then, have already existed reasons for apprehend- 
irig — an apprehension which indeed afterwards proved to be 
but too well founded — that the Cyrillian party would have at 
their service many instruments quite alien from the spiritual 
investigation. Furthej-more, the bishops were forbidden, 
during the proceedings, to leave the synod, and especially to 
visit the court of Constantinople ; an order which indicates 

* In the Imperi|l sacra directed to the synods, Harduin. Concih T. 1. 
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aga\ii that there were many grounds for feeing the intrigues 
of the Cyrillian party with the court. It is clear, moreover, 
from all the facts, how far the emperor then was from toler- 
ating the forcible supplantation of Nestorius. His favourable 
disposition towards the patriaroli n^as shown by liis allowing 
him alone to take with him, as his companion to Ephesus, a 
friend of noble rank, the Comes Trenmus. 

Cyrill and Nestorius arrived at Ephesus at the appointeS 
time. Cyrili brought with him. a great number of Egyptian 
bishops, whose interests were identical with his own, and who 
were his devoted tools. The bishop Memnon of Ephesus was 
his friend, and, perhaps, as the opponent of tlie Constantino- 
politan patriarch, wliose ecclesiastical supremacy these conse- 
quential metropolitans reluctantly acknowledged, bound to 
Cyrili by a eorfnnon interest. Tliis alliance secured to him a 
dominant influence over the bisliops of Asia Minor ; and as 
Memnon, being of like disposition with Cyrili, doubtless exer-* 
cised a like authority at Ephesus to that wliich the latter 
exercised at Alexandria, it moreover gave him a great power 
in the city where the council was assembled. It was pro- 
bably on account of his fear of this power that Nestorius 
requested and obtained of the imperial commissioner a guard, 
who surrounded his dwelling, and allowed no'bne to enter 
without being announced. This, it is true, may be reckoned 
along with the many other adventitious circumstances of state 
which surrounded the great bishops of the lioraan empire, as 
indeed his opponents taunted him on this military attendance ; 
but a bishop of the party hostilely disposed to him, Acacius of 
Melitene, hints perhaps at the true motive when he says * that 
Nestorius was induced to this step hi/ fear. It is true he ex- 
plains the fact according to his own views, attributing this fear 
to the bad conscience with which the heretic must have been 
troubled. But when we consider what a fanatical spirit had 
been breathed into the Cyrillian party, — what an influence this 
spirit might exert on the rude popular masses which were de- 
voted to this party, especially if the charges laid against Cyrili 
in several public declarations — and which appear by no means 
so improbable, to judge from the dominion which he exercised 
at Alexandria — if these charges are true, namely, that 
he engaged the peasants of Asia Minor aiM the Egyptian 
* Concil. Ephes. act 1, T. I. f. 139u. 
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sailors to execut# his tyrannical behests,*— we may easily 
find another cause for the' apprehensions of Kestorius. The 
party of Cyrill affirmed, it is true, in their report to the em- 
peror, that no disturbances had taken place at Ephesus which 
could have given Nestorius any occasion for such precaution ;*j* 
but the proverb might here be applied, that he who excuses 
k^mself is his own accuser. 

After the bishops, assembled at Ephesus, had already waited 
several weeks beyond the term*fixed upon by the emperor, there 
wei*b many who should have assisted at the synod that were still 
detained by vavious circumstances from being present. The 
absence of the deputies from the Roman bishop, who had been 
detained by unfavourable winds, would give Cyrill neither con- 
cern nor satisfaction ; for he could reckon upon their approba- 
tion of whatever he and his party might carry through at the 
(Council, whether they were present at the proceedings or not. 
But he must have rejoiced to find it in his power to open the 
council without the assistance of the patriarch John of Anti- 
och, and the other Syrian bishops ; for it was from these alone, 
who were for the most part friendly to Nestorius, or, at least, 
all of them thoroughly opposed to the Egyptian doctrines, and 
altogether in^Jependent of the Egyptian influence,^ that he had 
to expect the most decided opposition. The patriarch John 
had, in the first place, been obliged to put off his journey on 
accouwt of a famine which was then prevailing at Antioch, be- 
yond what was usual in that populous capital of Roman Asia 
in the East, and on account of the popular tumults which had 
thence arisen. | Besides, the violent rains in many of the dis- 
tricts through which the long land-route from Antioch to 
Ephesus led had occasioned inundations, by which the journey 
was rendered more difficult and slow\ Sixteen days had 
already elapsed beyond the term appointed by the emperor for 
the opening of the synod. The Syrian’ bishops, after having 

* In the letter of the patriarch John of Antioch, and the bishops con- 
nected with him : Harduin. 1. c. U59. -NayTa/? 

*A^ia.vw h’ffov^yaii t-Jj? rv^ccvvt^cs 1. C. 1454. TlX^hf ro 

Ay^o'iKi»ov ffvvotyecyuv jtjv Tokiy. Nestorius says, in his report to 

the emperor, that Cyrill placed soldiers, probably procured through the 
influence of Memnon of Ephesns, around the market-place, and set the 
whole city in an n^oar. L. c. 1438. f L. c. 1442. 

I The letter of John to the emperor. Harduin. 1. 1459. 
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beeH thirty days on tlie road, were still frtfm five to six days* 
journey from Ephesus. The patriarcdi John informed Cyrill 
of this ill a respectful letter, which he sent to excuse, their 
delay.* After havi|ig- delayed for so long a time the opening 
of ttie council, the deputies cerfaitdy might have waited for 
these few days longer. But though forty*one bishops insisted 
that the arrival of their colleagues, who were now- distant but 
a few days’ journey, ought to be waited for ; and though they 
declared that they were resolved not to take part in any ear- 
lier assembling of the council ; though Nestorius would 
receive no message from a party assembly ; tliougli the impe- 
rial commissioner issued several protests against the regularity 
of such an assembly, which was counter to the emperor’s sum- 
mons; yet Cyrill, having secured tlie support of Memnon, 
bishop of Ephesus, and Juvenalis, bisliop of Jerusalem, and 
relying upon tlie vast number of Egyptian bishops and bishops 
of Asia Minor, ivas not to be deterred by any of these things ; 
and on the 22nd of June, a.d. 431. lie opi^iied the synod with 
about two Iiuiidred bisiio})s. Tie endeavoured afterwards, it is 
true, to justify this })roceedij]g, on tlie pretence that the patri- 
arch John had purposely delayed ; that he was unwilling to 
take any part in the sentence of dejiosition to be pronounced 
on Nestorius, wliicli lie doubtless foresaw would be the result 
of the synod, and of which atlair he was heartily ashamed ; 
while many of the bishops coming fiom Eastern Asia had 
mentioned, in tlie commission of tlieir patriarch, that the 
council might do what they pleased, without waiting for their 
arrivaLf Bui the above-nicntioned letter of the patriarch 
John seems more deserving of credit than this assertion of 
Cyril], as the latter wotdd naturally seek after everything in 
the shape of an excuse for a mode of procedure so manifestly 
illegal ; and it is moreover difficult to conceive that the pa- 
triarch John, who then assuredly entertained the purpose of 
■sustaining his friend Nestorius, would have designedly sacri- 
ficed him to the Cyrillian party, whom he then had no occasion 
whatever to fear. 

This assembly was partly a blind instrument in the hands 
of Cyrill, who by various artifices had contrived to gain the 

* Concil. Eph^. Pars I. C.21. Harduin. I. ]348. 

f Cyrill, in his letter to the clergy of Constanti(|Ople. I, Harduin. 
f. 1435. 
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entire influence ovger it,* and partly it was governed by tlie 
wildest fliJiaticism. • Of course a regular and orderly investi- 
gatioy was not to be thougiit of; the result to be arrived at 
bad already been settled and determined ; and hence all tbe 
proceedings which were to lead to it, could easily be despatched 
in a single day. Cyrill, as the champion of the pure doctrine, 
w^s loade<i vvith flattering encomiums ; his letters to Nestorius, 
wiiich were read, aud his anathemas, were applauded as ex- 
pressing tiie pure doctrine. .JNestorins having declined two 
invifcitions of the council to be i)rcsent*at their tlelibcrations, 
and having declared that he should ap})ear only when all the 
bishops were assembled, a third summons, in the customary 
form, which was usually ob^erved even wlien men were acting 
in the very face of the kuvs, wiis now sent him by four bishops, 
accom})anied by a notary and a church prelector. t Ncstoriiis, 
who, according to the original purpose of the assembly, was 
^.0 appear as an assistarit in the investigations, not as a de- 
fendant on trial, was called upon by the most lioly synod, 
as they styled theiiiselves, to \ indicate himself; and was 
threatened, in case lie did not appear and answer to the written 
aud oral charges laid against him, that the synod would find 
it necc'^sary to })roceed against him according to the eccle- 
siastical rules.* The guard, who were stationed in the front 
court of the house, refused, according to their orders, to admit 
the bishops to Nestorius, aud moreover informed them that, if 
they waited till night, they would receive no other answer 
from Kestoiius thati the one already given. J 

Although Nestorius had every lawful reason to protest 
against this tribunal, yet the council proceeded to consider 
itself as the regular body to judge and decide upon his case ; 
and his refusal to appear before them was construed as an 

* Cyrill is said to have made use, in this case also, of bribery, a 
favourite ineans of his for accomplishing his ends. This is mtimated by 
the bishop Ibas of Edessa, in his letter to the Persian church -teacher, 

MaVeS i \.lf>oXa.(haiv 0 Ky^iXAo; vas omoag tw (p<tpiJjKKca tm ‘TiP'jVVTt rov; 

o^0aX[juovs <ro;pMv cf^oKOPrU'^ev. S. Concil. Chalc. act. 10, Harduiii. Ih 
f. 530, Ibas was one of the Orientals who came to Ephenis in com- 
pany with the patriarch John. In the above letter, he sliows, indeed, 
that he belonged to a party, but still manifests no excitement 

t For the purpose of reading before JNestorius the letter of the synod, 
and taking a nyte oj^iis answer. 

I S. Harduin. Concil. T. Uf. 13C2. 



158 


NESTORIUS CONDEMNED. 


admission on his own part of his guilt, flis letters to Cyrill 
were read, and received with marks of disapprobation as uni- 
versal as the applauses bestowed on the letters of Cyrill. One 
proof of the unchristian, fanatical passion which animated this 
synod was given in '’the following sally of the bishop Euoptios 
of Ptolemais* at the reading of these letters : — As those,” 
said he, who counterfeit the imperial coin /ieserve the 
extremest punishment, so Nestorius, who has presumed to 
falsify the doctrines of orthodoxy, deserves every punishment 
both from God and man.”t Even familiar remark;^ of 
Nestorius and his friends, dropped in their conversations with 
other bishops during their residence at Ephesus, were brought 
up against him and perverted. In the vehemence into which 
a man of his temperament might easily be hurried in dispute, 
he had remarked, when reprobating the crass-sounding ex- 
pressions of the other party, that it surely could not be 
affirmed God had been two or three months old. This was so 
construed as if he meant to deny the deit}’^ of Christ. One of 
Nestorius’ friends had said that the Jews could bring suifering 
on the man indeed, but not on the deity itself. This was 
regarded as an unheard-of blaspliemy, as an attempt to justify 
the Jews, and to extenuate their sin.J The synod, ac- 
cordingly, as they declared with pharisaical hypocrisy, after 
many tears^ constrained by the laws of the church, and by 
the letter of the Roman bishop Ccelestin, pronounced the 
sentence, which they dared to express in the following form ; — 
“ Our Lord Jesus Christ, by Nestorius blasphemed, has 
ordained, by this most holy synod, that the Nestorius above 
named should be excluded from the episcopal dignity and 
from the whole college of priests.”§ After the synod had 
passed this sentence, the bishop Rheginus of Const an tia, on 
the island of Cyprus, preached a discourse, which, short as it 
is, presents a most singular exhibition of extravagant dogmatic 
formulas, repugnant to all human and Christian feelings, and 
even savouring of idolatry, by which it was imagined to do 
honour to the living Christ ; a picture of fanaticism sacrificing 
as well the spirit of Christ, as that of reason. On the ground 

* Who must have been a very different man from his brother and 
predecessor, the gentle and free-minded Synesius. 

t L. c. 1391. I Harduin. f. 1398 and 1399.^ § L. c. f. 1422. 
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of this dispute abctit pitiable forms of conception, pitiable in 
the comparison with Christianity, which is s^pirlt and life^ and 
the gssence of which is love^ the victim now branded as a 
heretic was pronounced worse than Cain, and the Sodomkes. 
The earth ought, of good rights, to open and sw^allow him up ; 
fire ought to rain down on him from heaven that the simple 
ipightseehie transgression punished ! The God Logos, whom 
he had ventured to sever, Avho had come forth ^n the flesh 
from Mary tlie mother of God, would appoifit for him the 
punishment of eternal torments in the day of judgment. The 
bishop concluded his discourse witli an invitation opposed to 
the Antiochian creed, and consonaiit with the whole tenour of 
his remarks, as follow s : — But let us worship and adore the 
God Logos, who lias condescended to walk among us in the 
flesh, without separating iiimself from the essence of the 
Father !”* — As if this worship of the incarnate God did not 
.rxist among the party of Nestorius, because they expressed 
themselves, respecting the appearance of the same incarnate 
God, in otlier dogmatic forms ! Thus a new slavery to forms 
of expression in religion \vas again to be substituted in the 
place of the worship of God in spirit and in truth ! 

Cyrill caused the above sentence of deposition pronounced 
upon JSTestorius to be publicly affixed at Ephesus, and indeed 
to be proclaimed by heralds through the whole city.| The 
bishop^ who had constituted that assembly, or who formed the 
Cyrillian party, moreover, despatched a letter worthy of the 
spirit of this party to the emperor, in which they informed 
him of the sentence passed by the synod, which they affirmed 
themselves to be. They offered various excuses, the emptiness 
ot which could easily be exposed, for opening the proceedings 
before the arrival of the patriarch John and his associates. 
They^ resorted to the most abominable perversions of those 
familiar remarks of Nestorius already mentioned, in order to 
present him in the light of a blasphemer of the holiest things. 
They affirmed he had not ceased to maintain that He who had 
for our sakes be^rne man, ought not to be called God ; tliat 
he made the hunlHi nature which the deity had assumed from 
love to man an objection to that deity ; tliat he ridiculed the 

* L. c. 1444. 

f According to^e declaration of the Comes Candidianas. Hardoiru 
l.C,l4hl. 
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mystery of the divine iticarnation. They prayed the emperor” 
to command that the entire doctrine of Nestorius should be 
expunged from the churches, and that his books, by which he 
sought to deny the grace of God, should be committed to the 
flames wherever they might be found. 

Nestorius, and ten bishops united with him, thereupon sent 
another letter to the emperor, in which they described, ac- 
cording to the truth, the arbitrary and illegal proceedings of 
Cyrill and Mernnon. They subjnitted to tlie emperor the just 
petition that he would either secure for them a residence at 
Ephesus safe from injury, and order the constitution of a 
regular assembly, so that none of tlie clergy or monks, 
whether belonging to themselves or to tlie Egyptians, and 
none of the bishops wlio Jiad not been calh^l, might be present 
to disturb the syjio(! (only two bishops from eacli metropolitan 
diocese, men competent to enter into such investigations, were^ 
to attend the assembly with their metropolitans) ;* or that 
the emperor would enable tin in to return back free from peril 
to their churches, dliis demand clearly places the party of 
Nestorius in an advantageous liglit. It is evident that they 
wished to obtain the victory, not ‘by superiority of numbers, 
not by violence and clamour, bat ])y calm and rational inves- 
tigation ; whereas, on the other hand, a suspicion of the 
opposite kind is thereby cast on the jvarty of Cyrill. f 

The imperial commissioner was of the same mind with 
Nestorius; as indeed he had at tiie very outset declared the 
assembly of Cyrill’s ])arty to be illegal, and contrary to the 
emperor’s letters warrant. He therefore insisted that their 
decrees could liave no legal validity ; and in conformity with 
thes^ views, he drew up also on ins part a report to the em- 
peror, and advised those bishops wlio had not been present at 
tlie Cyrillian assemblies, not to allow themselves to be 
forced to subscribe the decrees of that body, but to wait till 
the arrival of the'Syriaii patriarch. Oandidian, on account of 
his intimate connection with the Syrian church party, might 
be accused of a partiality unbefitting liis pemtion ; but it ap- 
pears evident ^:liat he did not espouse the paf* of any doctrinal 
system ; but, conformably to his office, took part, of course, 
with those who most rigidly observed the forms of law. 
Where the matter related to a conflict betwe^en arbitrary will 
* Harduin. 1. c. 1442. f t*. c. 1439. 
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and If'gal order, it fvas the duty of his office not to remain 
neutral. 

But^ hi-^ neutrality alone would appear a crime in the eyes of 
the ambitious or fanatical bishops of tl\e Cyrillian party. 
Still less could they pardon it in him, that he should adopt in 
earnest the cause of riglit, and send to Constantinople a report 
of^their tyranny which was according to tlie truth. Since then 
these people looked upon everything with the eye \)f passion, 
and indulged themselves in the most abominable perversions 
of Wvords and actions, in every sort of exaggeration, and even 
falseliood ; we can give no confidence to what they report 
concerning the violent conduct of the man whom credible 
testimony represents to us as acting uniformly on the side of 
order, and within the bounds of his commission.* 

The bishop John, of Antioch, arrived at Ephesus with his 
companions, as he had promised, a few days after the organiza- 
tion of the assembly which had been formed by Cry ill. Al- 
though it may have been true, as was reported by Memnon 
bishop of Ephesus, that the Cyrillian council had sent deputies 
to meet him, to bid him welcome, and to inform him of what 
had been done, yet these assuredly did not conduct themselves 
in any way suited to make a favourable impression on him ; 
and an arbitrary act like that wliich had just been consum- 
mated, admitted, in truth, of no palliation. John could not 
be otherwise than highly offended at it ; and he was compelled, 
by the laws of the church, and by the doctrinal principles 
which he advocated, to consider the proceedings of that coun- 
cil as without force, and to declare them so. It is true that 
he did not conduct iiimself, in this case, in the true spirit of 
prudence and moderation, lie, with iiis bishops — of whom 
there were but thirty — and a few more, proceeded to form a 
new council, which considered itself to be the only regular one. 
The Cyrillian party found something particularly exception- 
able and contrary to order in the Tact, that so inconsiderable a 
minority should set themselves up as judges over so over- 
whelming a majority ; but the patriarch John maintained that 
that majority could have no weight, since it was composed, for 
the most part, of bishops from Egypt and from Asia Minor, 

* As is evident,- particularly from what the bishop Memnon of 
Ephesus reports, in his manifestly lying letter to the clergy at Constan- 
tinople. Harduin. Concil. i. c. f. 1595 . 
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wholly dependent on Cyrill and Memndn. Candidian con- 
sidered it his duty to present himself also before this party con- 
vention, as he had done before the previous one. He here 
made report of the^ conduct he had there observed ; he read 
before them the imperial ordinance, which was addressed to 
the whole council, and then immediately withdrew. The 
council now passed sentence of deposition upon Cyrill and 
Meihnon, and excommunicated the other members who took 
any part in the proceeding's of 4hat party assembly, until they 
should manifest penitence and condemn the anathemas of 
Cyrill. This sentence pronounced upon the two bishops they 
made known by posting it up publicly ; and they drew up a 
report of it, which was sent to the emperor. In accordance 
therewith, they called upon the other bishops to separate 
themselves from Cyrill and Memnon, and to unite with them 
in forming a general council according to the imperial letters 
patent. 

But Cyrill governed the collective body of the bishops with 
whom he had held the first council. Meantime the deputies 
of the Roman bishop arrived, who had received instructions to 
proceed in all respects according to the advice and will of 
Cyrill, yet at the same time to insist on the supreme judicial 
authority of the Roman Church. If the synod fell into dis- 
putes, they should be mindful that it did not become them to 
take any share as a party in the controversy, but to pa^ss judg- 
ment on the opinions expressed by the otliers.* These depu- 
ties, therefore, stuck closely throughout to the council of 
Cyrill ; they requested the earlier proceedings to be read to 
them at one of its sessions, and signified their approbation of 
the whole. So this council now considered itself warranted to 
claim for itself the authority of the Roman bishop. On the 
presentation of a complaint to this party-council by Cyrill 
and Memnon, the patriarch John was, in the customary form, 
thrice summoned to appear before it, and defend his conduct ; 
the penalties of the church being threatened in case of dis- 

* The words of the commonitorium^ which Ccelestin gave to his legates, 
were as follows : Ad fratrem et coepiscopum nostrum Cyrillum consi- 
lium vestrum omne convertite et quicquid in ejus videritis arbitrio, 
facietis. Et auctoritatem s^^dis apostolicae custodiri debere mandamus. 
Ad disceprationem si fuerit ventura, vos de eerim sententiis judicare 
debetis, non subire certamen. Harduin, 1. c. f. 13477 
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obedience. But bj§ John declined entering into any negocia- 
tions with this cotincil, — which lie did not recognize as a 
regu|p,r one, but declared that, after he had made out his re- 
port in full to Constantinople, he should merely wait until ‘he 
could receive from there leave to refurn home, — the council 
passed sentence on him and his associates, that they should in 
the first place be suspended from their episcopal and priestly 
functions, reserving the whole severity of the ecclesiastical 
laws to be employed against tliem, in case they did not alter 
their conduct. 

Meanwhile the report of Candidiaii was producing the effect 
at Constantinople, which, if the fanaticism and intrigue of a 
court party had not stood in the way, must necessarily have 
resulted from it. On the 29th of June, the emperor sent a 
letter to the synod, drawn up with impartiality and moderation, 
of which an imperial officer, the magistrianus Paliadius, was 
made the bearer. The emperor censured in it the illegal con- 
duct of the bishops, which had manifestly proceeded from 
passion, yet without designating any persons by name against 
whom this censure was particularly directed. He declared 
that he would approve only of the result of a deliberation on 
the disputed doctrine, instituted by the whole council in com- 
mon. Another imperial commissioner of rank wcis to observe 
the course of proceedings in company with Candidian, and 
prevent any further steps contrary to law. Until then, no one 
of the bishops could be permitted to return liome to his 
diocese, or to visit the court * The emperor avowed tliat it 
was not so much the person of Nestorius or of any other 
individual, as the cause of trutli, which lay near his heart, j 
The imperial messenger above mentioned must doubtless have 
been charged by the emperor — so important seemed to him 
this occasion — to hasten in eveiy way his journey to Ephesus 
and his return to Constantinople ; fol* the answer of the Cyril- 
lian synod which he brought back was dated the first of July. 
These bishops defended themselves therein against tlie reproach 
of passionate conduct ; they persisted in maintaining that 
Kestorius had been rightfully deposed on account of his 
erroneous doctrines ; and they accused the count Candidian of 

* It is easy to see that there were reasons for apprehending the last, 
par^cnlarly from the jnembers of the Cyrilliau party. 

t L, c. Harduin, f.*l 639. 
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haTing, out of partiality to Nestoriiis, giv«n a false represen* 
tation of the whole matter. A letter of this sort, however, 
would produce but little effect. Candidian’s report t/> the 
emperor, wliich boj'e on its very fiice the impress of truth, 
furnished a ready key tcf explain the whole state of the case. 
Besides, the count Irenseiis, who accompanied Nestorius to 
Ephesus, and had shown liimself there to be a true friend, and 
many othet persons of consideration at Constantinople, w4o 
were also his friends, warmly supported his cause. Cyrill was 
therefore obliged to resort to other means to turn the balance 
in his favour. He could reckon upon the ionorant, fanatical 
zealots among the monks of that city. Among these was an 
Archimandrite, by the name of Dalmatius, who stood in the 
highest consideration. For eiglit and forty years he had 
never left the cell in wliich he had immured himself ! The 
emperor himself had occasionally visited him there to ask for 
his intercessions ; but he had sometimes besought him in vaih 
— on the occurrence of earthquakes, wliich frequently filled 
Constantinople with alarm — to leave his solitude, and take 
part in the public penitential processions.* We may presume 
that the new patriarch from the Antiochian school had already 
from the first been represented to this monk, by Alexandrian 
influence, as a dangerous teacher of error ; ‘ for, after the 
arrival of Nestorius, he was wont to say to those who visited 
him in his cell : “ Take lieed to yourselves, my brethren ; for 
an evil beast has come into this city, and he may injure many 
by his doctrines.”'!’ This penson, then, Cyrill contrived to 
rouse to action in favour of his own party and aims, by giving 
him an account of the sentence of de^iosition passed upon Nes- 
torius, and of the sufferings of the defenders of the true faith 

* ' arduin. 1. c. f. 1587. 

I L. c. 1447. This Dalmdtius was a writer at one of the imperial 
linreaus, <rxo>^»^to; iv <r^ and had a wife and children, — 

when, through the influence of a venerated monk, Isacios, he was in- 
duced to become a monk. He obtained great influence, was frequently 
called upon to settle quarrels among citizen^ as is told in the Greek 
lustory of his life, published by Banduri, in the second volume ^of his 
imperium orientale. When the new patriarchs entered upon their office, 
it was the custom for them first to visit and pay their respects to Dalma- 
titis in his cell ; but Nestorius, according to this account, had not been 
admitted to him. It is easy to see what advantage Cyrill might gain by 
jBecuring such an instrument. ^ 
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on that account. "I'his story Dalmatius received througK a 
letter addressed to the bishops and monks residing at Constan- 
tinople, which a beggar brought to that city, concealed in a 
hollow reed ; — whether the truth was that Cyiill, as he pre- 
tended, was obliged to resort to this shift, in order to have the 
letter safely reach its destination, because the men who sought 
to frustrate Cyriirs plots took pains to intercept his coiniuuni- 
cauons to the clergy and monks at Constantinople ; or whether 
it was that the necessity of employing such means was a mere 
pretence, contrived for the purpose of heating the minds of his 
partisans by such evidence of the oppression to which he was 
subjected. MigHt we suppose that the bearer of the letter 
was no beggar, but a bishop in the disguise of one, we should 
then see another motive for resorting to this species of secret 
communication ; — the bearer who was to visit Constantinople 
unperceived, under this disguise, would doubtless be entrusted 
\Vith the execution of other oral commissions.* 

This message, then, set the whole party of zealous monks 
in commotion. Dalmatius imagined himself summoned by a 
voice from heaven to come forth from his solitude of eight and 
forty years, in order to save the churches from the great 
threatening danger. All the monks and abbots forsook their 
cloisters, and Tihanting psalms with alternate choirs, marched 
in procession witli burning torches, Dalmatius at their liead, to 
the palace of the emperor. A procession of this sort could 
not fd.il to set the people all in a ferment, and to spread the 
alarm far and wide that the true faith was in imminent 
jeopardy ; and hence vast multitudes of the people joined the 
procession. The’ abbots were summoned to an audience in 
the palace, while the crowds of monks and of the people re- 
mained standing before it, chanting in their choirs. Dal- 
matius addressed the emperor before a crowded court in the 
same bold and confident tone in which he was wont to con- 
verse with him. He handed over to him the letter of the 
synod, and the weak emperor said, if the case stood thus, the 
bishops might have leave to come from Ephesus. j- But Dal- 

* The question arises, how rauch truth lay at the bottom of this story j 
— whether it was only a contrivance to inflame the zeal of Dalmatius, 
or whether it was the fact that several bishops who had come to Con- 
stantinople for the nurpose of exciting disturbances had been justly 
arrested. ^ t L. c. f. 1587 . 
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matins complained, that of the other partyi^ as many as pleased 
were permitted to come to Constantinople*; on the other hand, 
whoever of the Cyrillian synod wished to come were detained 
in .custody. He asked the emperor, in his usual style, to whom 
he would give ear — tlie six thousand bishops or one godless 
man, and got him to promise that the Cyrillian party should 
be permitted to send deputies to Constantinople. , When Dal- 
matius announced to the assembled crowd that a favourable 
answer had been received from the emperor, the whole pro- 
cession, singing songs of praise from the 150th Psalm, mpved 
forward to a church, where Dalmatius was to read tlie letter 
of the synod, and give an account of his audience. After the 
letter had been read, the assembled people shouted with one 
voice, “ Anathema to Nestorius.’^ Also the address of Dal- 
matius to them was followed by an equally loud anathema. 

Upon this the Cyrillian party sent three bishops to Con- 
stantinople, and it soon became evident what an ascending 
influence the artifices of these men had succeeded in acquiring. 
Some who liad been till now the favourers of Nestorius, among 
the rest the imperial chamberlain Scholastieus, were so 
wrought upon as to join the party against him, it being repre- 
sented, by the wilful perversion of some of his familiar remarks 
in conversation, that he was no longer willing lo tolerate the 
application of tlie term ^(otokoc to Mary. Nestorius deemed it 
necessary, therefore, to clear himself from these aspersions. 
He assured Scholastieus that his vie\vs on that point continued 
to be precisely the same as those he had constantly professed at 
Constantinople ; that he considered the union of the two desig- 
nations of Mary, ^eotokoq and dvdpioTzoroKOQ^^m their different 
references, to be the mark and badge of perfect orthodoxy. 
He commended in him his solicitude for the maintenance of 
the true faith. Were this, he added, but secured, he w^ould 
joyfully resign the episcopal dignity. In any such case his 
friend might regard the present letter as one in which he took 
leave of him ; fir glad would he be to return back to his old 
cloister-life, since he knew of nothing higher or more blessed 
than such tranquillity. And well might it be that Nestorius, 
after so much sorrowful experience of a turbulent, dis- 
tracted, and care-worn life, sincerely longed after his former 
silent and tranquil retirement. 

The Asiatic bishops, who were still assembled at Ephesus, 
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had meanwhile, wi^ a view to counteract the influence of the 
Cyrillian party, prevailed on the Comes Irenssus, tire bid 
friend of Nestorius, to repair to Constantinople with a letter 
with Vhich they furnished him* He arrived there three days 
after the arrival of the Cyrillian bishops, und must soon per- 
ceive tha:t the latter had been well received by the nobles and 
higher officers of state, and had been successful in their efforts 
td weaken the effect of Candidian's report. He laboured 
earnestly to counteract their influence at court ; he prevailed 
upon the emperor, with his chief ministers of state, to grant a 
common audience to him and the Egyptian deputies, and listen 
to the representations of both parties. He succeeded in con- 
vincing the emperor, as he writes in the journal of his com- 
mission, that the party of Cyrill had proceeded in a way 
directly contrary to la\v, so that tlie emperor w^as already on the 
very point of confirming the judgment of the second assembly 
*held under the auspices of the patriarcli John, and of threaten- 
ingadflitiorial punishments to the bishops deposed by that body. 
But the feeble sovereign was the mere tool of court-parties, 
who were themselves in turn exposed to manifold influences 
from without. Soon after, the physician John, secretary^ of 
the patnarch CyTill, came on a visit to Constantinople, and this 
person soon fo^nd means of giving the whole business an en- 
tirely different turn. Now the different opinions prevailing 
at court became manifest. Some, whose hearts were solely 
bent oU the restoration of quiet, desired, in order that this 
might be obtained in the simplest way, that no inquiry should 
be made as to the right or wrong of either party ; but that, to 
satisfy all parties, all three of the bishops should be deposed. 
Others proposed that the sentences of both sides should be 
annulled, and that deputies should be sent for from Ephesus 
for the purpose of discovering through them the renl course 
which matters had taken, and of learning to which side the 
charge of illegal conduct ought to be laid. Many who fa- 
voured Cyrill s party endeavoured to procure, that they them- 
selves might be sent to Ephesus, with full powers to inquire 
into the whole matter on the spot.t 

^ Without doubt an ecclesiastic, as in this period physi- 

cians are not rarely to be met with among the clergy, 
t The letter of I^najus. L. c. 1548, 
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The party of Cyrill, however, could riqt as yet obtain the 
victory : the influence of the moderate class at court was still, 
as it would seem, too powerful for tiiem. For the present, 
the plan first mentioned was adopted ; and an individual who 
would have been by no means the choice of the Cyri Ilian 
party, since he had no disposition to serve as the tool of a 
church or theological sect, dohn, the ministerial secretary of 
state (comes sacrarum), was sent to Ephesus. He arrived 'in 
that city with an imi)erial letter of commission (sacra), in 
which it was commanded that ail the three bishops deposed by 
the synods should remain deposed; and in which the members 
of the council were exhorted to lay by their mutual strifes, 
that they might be prepared to return in peace and concord to 
their several dioceses. 

The count John faithfully maintained the position which he 
was bound to maintain as a minister of the state, acting on the 
same principles as Candidian had done, — without wdiose com 
currence, moreover, he took no step whatever. He first in- 
vited all the bishops to a meeting in his owm apartments, 
where he wdshed to read over to them the imperial commission ; 
but here he became witness of a most vehement contest 
between the two parties.* When the greatest part of the day 
had already been spent in these disputes, he unceremoniously 
interfered with the authority of force. Nestorius and Cyrill 
he removed at once. To the rest he read the imperial letter ; 
and for the purpose of carrying it into effect, and preventing 
disturbances, lie committed the three deposed bishops to a 
respectable and safe custody. After this he laboured in every 
way to restore peace between the two parties. John of 
Antioch and his associates manifested at once a ready and 
willing disposition for this. They w^ere prepared to submit to 
the emperor’s decision, which approved the decrees of both the 
synods ; and they w^ere inclined to come to an agreement with 
The other party, provided the latter would but agree to con- 
demn the anathemas of Cyrill. But the party of Cyrill was 
by no means so compliant ; the person of their leader was to 
them of much more importance than the person of Nestorius 
to their opponents. They would listen to no terms of agree- 
ment, unless the other party retracted every thing, manifested 

* He says himself, in his letter to the emperor; Magna facta est 
seditio, immo proelium et pugua. h 
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their repentance the synod, whieli they considered them- 
selves alone to be, send condemned, in writing-, ISestorins and 
his doctrines. These things the bther party of course could 
not consent to do. As the count was extremely anxious, to 
convey the news to Constantinople, that he hafl succeeded in 
getting the victory over the passions of the bishops, and of 
uniting them on terms of peace, he sought now to enter at 
least into negociations for the drawing up of a common con- 
fession of faith ; but neither, would the Egyptian party be 
persiiadedto engage in anything of this kind.* The Orientals 
had been accused, in the rumours industriously circulated 
against them by Their opponents at Constantinople, of wishing 
to deprive Mary of the honour of being called Seoroicoc^ The 
e^iperor had expressly charged the count John to get them to 
declare themselves on this point. Thus they w^ere led to draw 
up a confession of faith, in w hich, after distinguishing with 
precision the two natures in Christ, they declared that, as con- 
fession was made of one Sou of God, one Lord, and one Christ, 
in the sense of a union without confusion of the two natures ; 
so too, in the same sense,! Mary w as called the mother of God, 
because Christ, from the time of the conception, united with 
himself the temple he had assumed. | This confession of faith 
was laid before the emperor in a letter which the patriarch 
John wrote him in the name of the synod. 

See’dieir own declaration, 1. c. 1594. 

t Secundum hunc inconfussc uniouis inteliectum. See espistola Jo- 
hannis, in the Synodicon published by Lupus, (see above.) c, 17 ; Lupus 
opera, T, VII. f. 56. ' 

X There may, indeed, have been some grounds for the assertion of the 
Cyrillian synod, in their report to their partisans at Constantinople, that, 
in drawing up this confession of faith, there w^as schism among the Ori- 
entals themselves, as all were not satisfied with this retention of the 
word BioroJco^. That this was a correct assertion is e-vident from a letter 
addressed to Theodoret by Alexander bishop of Hierapolis, who -vras 
present at Ephesus during these pmeer'dinn-};. in Lupus, 1. c. 94. Also to 
be found in operib. Theodoreti cd. IbiUiis, IW p. 745. This zealous 
ativocate of the Syrian church doctrines sees in the compliant disposition 
which was then so generally manifested, the incipient intrigues of a 
party who were ready to give up the truth ; and he reminds his friend 
Theodoret how strenuously ‘he then resisted these measures. Memor est 
sanctitas tua, quod nec ullo pertiilerim eis communicare consilio, de 
epistola, quse apud Ephesum facta est . . vox hacc (theotocos) ad 

E roditioiiem et calumniam illius, qui rectam Mem docebat {Nestorii) 
iserta est. • 
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NESTORIUS IN THE CLOISTER, 


But as the count John now saw that all his pains to effect 
the restoration of peace were defeated by the pride and passion 
of the Cyrillian party ; as lie was accused by them of ^party 
proceedings, and of despatching false reports to Constan- 
tinople ; he finally 'called upon the emperor himself to send 
for deputies from both parties, and enter personally into an 
investigation of the whole matter. 

This proposal was adopted, and eight bishops from each of 
the two parties were summoned as deputies to Constantinople. 
Soon after their departure from Ephesus, Nestorius received 
there a letter from the pretorian i)refeet, by which he was 
informed, in answer to his own previous letter (see above), 
that the emperor had given all the orders necessary for his re- 
turning back, in the most convenient and desirable manner, to 
his cloister. In this letter there appears no trace of an un- 
friendly feeling towards Nestorius. The prefect concluded 
by saying, that with his wisdom, and treasure of inward goods/ 
he stood in no need of condolence ; but it is plainly to be 
seen, that it was believed impossible to retain him any longer 
in the patriarchate in opposition to the hatred and the power 
of that party, which, by Cyrill’s intrigues at Court, had been 
formed against Nestorius among the nobles and among the 
monks at Constantinople.^' Nestorius, weary of these hai'ass- 
ing cares, gladly availed himself of the conceded permission, 
and, in his answer to the prefect, only commended to him the 
•care of maintaining pure doctrine. But the contest," which 
was no longer connected barely with the person of Nestorius, 
could not be hushed by his removal ; on the contrary, the 
rupture became now more decidedly expressed, when, on the 
removal of Nestorius, Memnon and Cyrill were again restored 
to their offices. 

It soon became manifest, that the feeble emperor meant to 
act impartially, but was ever hurried along from one step to 
another by the Cyrillian party, which exerted its influence 
through the monks, the clergy, and the courtiers. When the 
deputies of the two parties arrived at Chalcedon, they were 

* The well-informed bishop, Ibas of Edcssa, writes on this subject in 
his letter to Maris : Ngc-ropwj 5s ku^iffura T^s a'fiXswf K$d vm 

fityd'Xuv rm ovraiv tv awTw, IxeT ov» It is Certain, 

however, that Nestorius still had a large party in his favour in the 
church, as appears from the later events. f 
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directed’ to remain .there, and not to come to Constantinople, 
because apprehensions were entertained of a movement among 
the monks. At a later period, however, the deputies of the 
othe? party obtained leave to visit Constantinople; while, on 
the other hand, this liberty was withheld from the Oriental 
delegates. The bishop of Chalcedon stood in alliance with the 
Cyrillian party ; and to its deputies he gave up all the churches 
AViiich they desired for the purpose of holding worship in them. 
But the Orientals were excluded from the ciiurches ; yet they 
managed to procure a suitable room, where Theodoret preached 
before a large audience.* The favourable reception they met 
with from the people excited to a still higher degree the jea- 
lousy of the ferocious monks, by whom the Orientals and their 
attendants were attacked witli, stones, several of them not 
escaping without w'ounds.f The emperor, at an audience 
which he gave them at the villa of Eufianus, reproached them 
•Avith having excited these disturbances by their church assem- 
blies, They now^ petitioned the emperor to allow them the 
same justice which the count John had shown at Ephesus, and 
to forbid the bishops of both parties from holding divine wor- 
ship until they could come to some mutual agreement. To 
this the weak emperor replied : I cannot command the 

bishops^ Well, then,” rejoined the bishops, “ pray do not 
command us.” 

They found, as they declared in their letter written from 
ChalcdUon, the higher magistrates all committed in favour of 
the creed of Cyrill, having been corrupted either by his gold 
or by his flatteries. Pulcheria also may have succeeded by 
this time in rendering her brother thoroughly hostile to the 
man towards whom he had before been so favourably disposed ; 
so that, when the subject of his restoration was pressed at the 
emperor’s privy council, the very suggestion of such a measure 
appeared like high treason. J The emperor himself said : Let 
no one speak to me of him : I have had enough of him already.”§ 

* See the letter of Theodoret to Alexander, bishop of Hierapolis, 
Theodoret, 1. c. IV. 1568. 

f III the second report to the emperor, they name as their assailants* 
servos monachorum habitu indutos ; t. c., perhaps not slaves disguised as 
monks, but such as had once been slaves, but had become monks. 

I Defectionis notabamur. 

5 De hoc mihi n^lus loquatur, specimen enim semel dedit, L. c. 1568. 
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Byt the Oriental synod at Ephesus had *.he courage to write 
to the emperor, that, although Nestc/rius might a thou- 
sand times flee from the turmoils of strife, and prefer the 
life of a private man ; yet, in order that the faith might receive 
no detriment, it was no wiiit the less necessary that the illegal 
sentence of deposition passed upon him by the party who would 
introduce Cyrilfs heretical anatijemas, should be ajinulled. As 
the Oriental deputies, after five pretended audiences, saw doubt- 
less that their longer residence, near the court would be to no 
purpose, they petitioned the emperor, that at least, if aii im 
partial investigation was not to be had, they might themselves 
be sufifered to depart from Chalcedon, and the other bisiiops 
from P]phesus. This the emperor granted, but by a decision 
which, to the Orientals, could ‘uot appear otherwise than as an 
act of unjust and arbitrary will. The sentence of deposition 
pronounced on Nestorius was suffered to remain valid ; but 
Cyrill — who in the mean time had been allowed to visit Con- 
stantinople, where his influence was unbounded — and Memnon, 
were permitted to return to their dioceses. Thus the Egyp- 
tian,” said the Orientals, writing from Chalcedon, “ will have 
it in his power to corrupt every one with his gifts, so as to re- 
turn, after having clone numberless wrongs, to his episcopal seat, 
while that innocent man can scarcely make good his escape to 
his cloister.” Yet the hatred to Kestorius, and the power of 
Cyrill’s partj^, to wliich the emperor himself succumbed, seems 
to have had far more influence upon him than any preference 
for the Egyptian system of doctrines. It continued still to be 
his wish that the two parties might be brought to an agreement 
on the disputed points of doctrine, and that in this way peace 
might once more be restored to the church. In announcing 
to the Cyrill ian party at Ephesus that they were discharged 
from the council, he gave them to understand that, if peace had 
not been restored, it was no fault of his ; but God would know 
who were to blame. He would never be induced to condemn 
the Orientals, for they had been convicted in his hearing of no 
guilt ; as none had been willing to enter with them into any 
theological investigation,— a reproach which must have been 
m^dnt for the Cyrillian party, who had avoided all discussion 
with the others. 

The negociations set on foot by the tribune and notary Ari- 
stolaos, one of the great otticers of state, seemed at first to be 
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beset with many difiTiculties, as the demands of the two parties 
were so direetly opi:>osed to each other. The Orientals re- 
quired from Cyrill a condemnation of his anathemas, but 
Cyrifl refused to give them up. On the other hand, he per- 
sisted ill requiring that the Orientals should approve the con- 
demnatory sentence pronounced on the person and on the doc- 
trines of Nestorius, and should consent to the ordination of the 
nlw patriarch at Constantinople. 

But much as Nestorius was disliked at the imperial court, 
and firmly as all were resolved that he should not again be 
allowed to be patriarch, yet there was little disposition to sup- 
port Cyrill in t»s quarrel with the Syrian doctrines. On the 
contrary, the dogmatic stiffness of Cyrill was regarded as the 
cause of the continued divisions in the church, and men were 
well inclined to demand that he should sacrifice his anathemas 
in order to preserve the peace of the church. Cyrill was 
^obliged to resort to many of his w onted arts, to summon to his 
aid all the influence of Pulcheria, of the chamberlains, and 
court ladies in his alliance, as well as of the abbots at Constam 
tiriople ; he w^as obliged to cause large sums of money to be 
distributed at court, funds which he found it impossible to col- 
lect' without burdening his churches wdthdebt, in order to gain 
over the hostifely-disposed nobles, and to reanimate the zeal of 
others for his party and yet, with all these intrigues, he could 

* Cyfilfs method of proceeding in such cases is, for the most part, 
disclosed by the letter of his archdeacon and syncell, Epiphanius, of 
which letter we have spoken before, and for the preservation of which 
we are indebted to theSyuodicon, so often mentioned, c. 203. Theodoret. 
T- V. ep. 173. This letter is addressed to the patriarch Maximianusof 
Constantinople. It is here said, Cyrill had written to Pulcheria, to 
several cubicularios and cubicularias. Et directai sunt benedictiones 
(suXayUf presents) such as were worthy of them. An attempt was made 
to gain over one of the chief chamberlains, Chrysoretes, who was hos- 
tilely disposed, by sending him magnificent presents, ut tandem de- 
sisteret ab oppugnatione ecclesise. The patriarch of Constantinople was 
requested to entreat Pulcheria, ut iterum ponat aiiimam suam pro Do- 
mino Christo, puto enim, quod nunc non satis curet pro Cyrillo, ut et 
omnes, qui sunt in paiatio regis. The patriarch was to give them what- 
ever their avarice demaiided, (so 1 would restore the sense according to 
a probably necessary emendatidh of the Latin text,) although they had 
already received presents enough, (et quicquid avaritise eorum deest, 
praesta iis, quanquam non desint et ipsis diversse benedictiones,) that 
Pulcheria might be induced to write emphatically to the patriarch John, 
that ao further mention must be made of that godless man (Nestorius). 
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not succeed in inducing an individual to lend him any hand in 
pressing his anathemas upon the other party. On the con- 
trary, he felt himself obliged to adopt towards tliem a milder 
language, which could not be honourably meant on his part.* 
On the other hand, the patriarch John of Antioch was not 
disposed to defend any longer the cause of Nestorius against 
the hatred which ever continued to be more strongly expressed 
against him at the court at Constantinople. To maintain the 
more moderate Antiochian system of faith, e., tlie doctrine of 
the real distinction of the two natures in opposition to the 
Egyptian Monophysitism, was the point of greatest interest 
with him. Cyrill now doubtless understood ^that it would be 
necessary for him to purchase the acquiescence of the Orientals 
in the condemnation of Nestorius, and their consent to the ordi- 
nation of the new patriarch M aximiauus at Constantinople, by 
yielding something on his own side in articles of doctrine. If 
the Orientals could once be brought practically to recognize 
as valid the judgment pronounced by the council of Cyrill, the 
approbation of the doctrinal principles on which this judg- 

Various influential court ladies were to be called upon to cooperate 
towards the same end. The abbot Dalmatins (see above) must protest 
earnestly before the emperor and the chamberlains, in the name of 
religion, so as to alarm their cous(dences. Sanctissiihum Dalmatium 
abbatem roga, ut et irnperatori mandet, terrihili eurn conjuratione cou- 
stringens, et ut cubicularios onines constriugat, ne illius memoria ulterius 
fiat. It is worthy of notice, that even the abbot Eutyches, who^e name 
afterwards became so famous, aial who, it would appear, therefore, was 
one of the tools of the Cyrillian party, was here called upon to act. 
Appended to i he letter there was a list of persons to whom presents had 
been sent from Alexandria, that the patriarch of Constantinople might 
see how much the Alexandrian church had interested itself in his cause, 
(for it was only in case the sentence of deposition against Nestorius con- 
tinued valid that he could retain his offie<*,) in so much that the clergy 
at Alexandria mourned over the poverty brought by these troubles upon 
the Alexandrian church. Neither should he, on his own part, be sparing 
of the property of his church, to satisfy the avarice of those who troubled 
the church at Alexandria. The patriarcli should, without delay, beseech 
Pulcheria that Lausius might be made lord chamberlain, so that the 
power of Chrysoretes might be destroyed, et sic dogma nostrum robo* 
retur. Such were the artifices of episcopal intrigue, 

* L. c. Quicquid videtur reprehensfbile esse, zelo et calore circa 
Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum, qui abnegatus sit a Nestorio, dic- 
tum esse. Or that the anathemas contained a doctrine which could not 
be comprehended by every one, but only by the more practised. See 
ep. 98, T. V. Theodoret. 
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*ment was based would easily follow, and by degrees everything 
at variance with the Egyptian system of doctrine might* be 
declared to be aNe^torian heresy. Thenegociations of a cer- 
tain l^ishop, Paul of Emesa, who came to Alexandria as a de- 
puty of the Orientals, contributed in a specual manner to bring 
about an agreement which had been prepared in this way ; for 
he himself took particular pains to further the matter, as he 
was very solicitous for the honour of being the author of peace, 
and for this reason promised more than he was Warranted to 
do by his instructors. Tims-Cyrill was exempted from the 
necessity of expressly recalling his anathemas ; and, on the 
other hand, he was induced to subscribe a confession of faith 
laid before him By the bishop Panlus, which was in no respect 
different from that wliich liad been set forth by the patriarch 
John at the council of Ephesus in the name of the Orientals, 
to vindicate their orthodoxy (see above *), by which the title 
“ mother of God’* was applied to Mary in the sense that two 
■* natures were united in Clirist, while each still remained pure 
and unmixed in its individuality. On tlie other hand, the 
patriarch John acquiesced in the condemnation of Nestorius, 
and recognized the ordination which had been consummated 
by the Cyrillian party as good and valid. 

This compact, struck in the year 432, which was a mere 
work of policy, and not the result of any reconciliation of 
doctrinal antagonisms in a natural and harmonious manner, 
experienced the usual fate of such outward and artificial com- 
binations. In concealing tlie schism which still continued to 
exist within^ it merely served to call forth new divisions. 'I'he 
men of both parties who regarded the dogmatic interest as of 
greater importance than the political, were dissatisfied with it. 
pyrill was accused by the zealots of his own party of betray- 
ing those doctrines which he had, till now, opposed to ISfes- 
torianism, and not without reason ; for Nestorius himself 
would doubtless have been induced to recognize the predicate 
^lOTomq applied to Mary, in the sense of such a union of the 
two natures as was denoted in the confession which Jay at the 
basis of the agreement. Cyrill was able to defend liiniself 
against this accusation, only by alleging, first, that by severing, 

♦ Theodoret has been named, without any sufficient reasons, as the 
author of this confession. 
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as be bad already done before, the single positions of Nesto* 
riu» from their connection with his whole system, he made an 
entirely different thing of Nestorianism from what it actually 
was ; next, that he had artfully contrived to introduce into the 
distinctive theory of the creed which he had subscribed, a sense 
remote from that wliicli was intended by its authors. What 
wOvS said, for examide, concerning the distinction of the two 
natures, he explained as follows : that it held good only of the 
distinction of the divine and human predicates ; both of which, 
however, were to be referred to the one incarnate nature of 
the Logos ; so that, in abstracto, two natures would be, indeed, 
distinguished from each other; but, in concrete, only one 
nature was to be recognized.^ He attributed to the Antio- 
chians, that he might be able to explain himself in agreement 
with them, a doctrine directly at variance with their entire 
system, that the Christ consisted of two natures distinguish- 
able in conception^ but not of two natures distinguishable in 
reality.^ Cyrill again, in order to defend himself with those who 
missed here the exactness of doctrinal expression, alluded to 
the great difficulty in general of finding suitable expressions 
for such matters in human language ; X but this observation 
must have prevented him, if other motives and interests had 
not been at work at that time, from j)avssing so ^severe a judg- 
ment on the expressions of Nestorius. 

The same Cyrill had, at an earlier period, during the nego- 
ciations with Aristolaus for a settlement of the differences, 
offered in excuse of his anathemas which were to be censured 
as heretical, that he had written what appeared so censurable, 
only from a* glowing zeal for the Christ denied* by Nestorius 
(see above). If this were honestly said, if it was not a mere 
subterfuge of theological chicanery, yet the same could also 

* Cyrill, ep. ad Acacium. 'Oj iv {woiais Syo fMv ^vtrui 

fhtTa fyi mv ivMcnv^ w; avr.pn/jhivT}; hara/ut/mf fitiatv 

‘T'/jy <rov Viou (pvenv, 

”1“ *0/ St yl xara rhv * AvTtox^t^y aStAipo/ fMv av yotTrai h 
iv ^ptXecii zeti /uovaig Iwoiaig ^t^o/uoivot^ ipv<rea>y fjiXy ^ia.(po^a,v, 

^ E/ ya^ riiTi reHv « ^vv^rixvi zat <ruy von/u-^vtuv h *r^s 

xyecy aToXifA’Tra.yitrSoc.i-, ^OLVfJia(Trov aySsv* 

^roi'eeh X/eev, When ho adduoes, in proof of this, the words of the 
prayer, Ephes. vi, 19, he .shows again his habit of confounding what 
properly belongs to the simple preaching of the gospel with what belones 
to the development of doctrinal conceptions. 
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hav^bcen alleged iff this reference as an excuse for NestorUis. 
What to Cyril i appetired a denial of Christ, proceeded, on the 
part o/ Nestorius, and on the principles which he maintained, 
only from a well-meant zeal for the honour of Christ, belie vii^, 
as he did, that the Cyrillian mode of expression involved a 
denial of the divine immutability. 

A still greater dissatisfaction than this, which existed among 
the advocates of the Egyptian system'^of faith, was*excited by 
the above-mentioned agreement among the zealous adherents 
of the Antiochian scheme of doctrine. A doctrinal interest, 
which overvalued the importance of precise dogmatic con- 
ceptions, was ndl less predominant among the latter than 
among the Alexandrians ; and the interest in behalf of the 
dogmatic notions had vastly more influence, with many of them, 
than any sympathy wiiich they felt in the case of their friend 
Nestorius suffering under the oppression of despotic will. As 
the Alexandrians saw everywhere the spectre of Fhotinianism, 
so, on the other hand, the Antiochian dogmatists saw every- 
where the spectre of Apoilinarianism, which seemed to them 
to rise up again in the system of Cyrill. To receive back 
Cyrill to the fellowsliip of the church appeared to them as 
frightful an enormity as if they should receive into the same 
fellowship Ap^linaris himself.* Alexander of Hierapolis 
thought it intolerable that a monk, whose life he himself 
must confess was in accordance with the gospel, should be , 
named in the prayer at the altar as one remaining in the com- 

We have a graphic illustration of this in a dream, which the bishop 
Andreas of Samosata, who also was, in the outset, a zealous opponent of 
the Cyrillian treaty of agreement, relates concerning himself. He 
dreamed that, in an assembly of other bishops, his friend, the bishop 
Alexander of Hierapolis, told him that the heretic Apollinaris was still 
living. Andreas, in astonishment, asked him several times whether this 
was really so, and Alexander assured him that it was. All at once they 
entered a house, where Apollinaris, now extremely aged, lay upon a 
bed. And as they were about taking their seats by the bedside, he arose 
and distributed the elements of the supper. The patriarch John lay in 
the bed, and received the elements from his hand, and then next Alex- 
ander himself. But Andreas ot Samosata said indignantly to himself: 

** What accommodation to circumstances is this ? It is a sin againsf the 
Holy Ghost. It is trifling with the incarnation of our I.ord/’ With 
these words he awoke, and gave earnest expression to the wish that this 
dream might not after all prove true — in other words that Apollinaris of 
Alexandria, who had re-appeared, so to speak, in Cyrill, might not bring 
overall to his own vifws. Ep. 48, 1, c. 706. 

VOL. IV. 
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Biunion of the church ; ami he gave hinfeelf no rest, as*he 
informs us, until this practice was abolish(5d.* 

Among those who in the Syi ian church disapproved of this 
coalition, there was, still manifested, however, a difference of 
judgment, according as they were disposed generally by natural 
temperament either to moderation or to extravagant zeal ; and 
according as tliey iiad seized the system of doctrine taught by 
Theodore of Mopsuestia in a more stern and exclusive, or in 
a more mild and tolerant maimer. The former, such as Theo- 
doret and Andreas of Samosata, were, it is true, satisfied on 
the whole with the doctrinal explanations of Cyrill. They 
doubtless rejoiced, too, and saw in it tlie governing hand of 
divine grace, that Cyrill had been constrained to distinguish 
two natures in Christ, and to acknowledge that his sufferings 
belonged to the fiesli, and that the deity was exalted above 
suffering.'!’ Although it may unquestionably be gathered 
from the whole proc^ess of the matter, as we have described' 
it, that in this case, where everything proceeded solely on 
grounds of impure worldly policy, tliere was no occasion for 
such joy and for such praise of the divine providence ; since 
the supposition last named, that tlie deity was capable of 
suffering, had indeed never once entered CjuilFs thoughts, 
and the former distinction was, in fact, merely an outward 
I accommodation in terms, which Cyrill employed in a different 
^ sense from that which was intended by his opponents. . 

But neither in the sentence of deposition passed on Nesto- 
rius, nor in the condemnation of his doctrines, did they believe 
they could acquiesce with a good conscience. So vaguely 
to condemn the doctrine of Nestorius,” said Theodoret, ‘‘ was 
nothing more nor less than to condemn the doctrine of piety/’f 
The patriarch d ohn had, it is true, in his letter to the emperor, 
in which he declared liis consent to the agreement, no doubt 
purposely expressed liimself in such a way as that he could 
refer the condemnation, not to the whole doctrine of Nestorius, 
but only to that which he had taught foreign from the apos- 

* L. c. ep. 145, p. 823. 

f Theodoret. ep. 73, 1. c. Naturarum differentiam clara prscdicant 
voce, et passiones carui coaptantes, impassibilem divinam couhrmant 
. esse uaturam. 

I Ep. 50. Quod indeterminate anathematizare Nestorii doctrinam, 
idem sit, quod anlithematizare pietatem. 
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tolw doctrine which sense, one might, indeed, unhesi- 

tatingly subscribe* the condemnation of every human doctrine. 
But this very indefiniteness in a dogmatic explanation appeared 
to the more rigid among the Orientals as a dishonourable sub- 
terfuge ;t and they could* the less be satisfied with it, because 
they were well aware in what sense Cyrill interpreted what 
had been left undetermined. On the otiier hand, Theodoret 
offered to subscribe any form of condemnation, by which men 
might be distinctly placed oai their guard against the charges 
commonly brought against the Antiochian system of doctrine 
- — a sentence of condemnation against those who divided the 
one Lord Jesus Christ into two Sons, and those wLo denied 
his divinity. J 

But the acquiescence in the sentence of deposition on Nesto- 
rius appeared to them to be an unjustifiable wrong. It seemed 
to them a contradiction to pardon the man who had been con- 
stantly sowi|ig discord, and who had at last with difficulty 
been brought to assent to the orthodox confession, but to 
sacrifice him wdio from his youth up had taught the same 
right doctrine. They declared that they could consent to the 
unjust and wicked sentence of the holy bishop, neither with 
hand, tongue, nor heart.§ These declarations of Theodoret 
liad, however, been so construed, as if he had proved unfaith- 
ful to the conviction earlier expressed by him ; as though he 
had ^yielded through the fear of man and to preserve his 
bishopric, and for this reason had acknowledged the formula 
subscribed by Cyrill to be satisfactory^ This suspicion against 
Theodoret having been excited by some persons in the mind 
of Nestorius himself, the former wrote him a letter in defence 
of his conduct. II “ Yery gladly,” he said, “would he lay 
down an office which he found burdtmed with so many cares, 
and make his retreat to the cloister. Nestorius, therefore, 

* Qusccunque ab eo aliene ac peregrine dicta suut contra apostolicam 
doctrinam. His words in the letter to the emperor, and the commentary 
of Theodoret, ep. 128, Anathematismus non indefinite, sed cum quadam 
determinatione positus, modicam quandam prtebet coiisolationem. 

f See the letter of the Orientals to the Homan bishop Sixtus, in the 
Synodicon, published by Lupus, c. 117. They say of the patriarch 
John : Sic et accusatione ac deraonstratione defecit, ut nec diceret, illam 
sive illam anathematizo sententiam, sed ait : quidquid ab eo impie dictum 
est. Bum eerie aperte dicerc debuis.set, ut ab eo sensu quisque cautior 
redderetur. ^ 

X Ep. 50, p. 708. § Ep. 59. II Ep. 102, 

• N 2 
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oughi not to allow himself to be porsuadey that, from love 
to his bishopric, he had received with his eye shut the letter 
of Cyrill as in correspondence with the true faith. He cpuki 
not say otherwise, consistently with the truth, than that he 
had not found anything in it which was lieretical : although 
he, no less than others, detested, in the author of that letter, 
the disturber of the general peace. And he hoped and trusted, 
that on this ‘score no punishment awaited him at the day 
of judgment, since the just Judge looked upon tlie heart.” 
“ But to the measures,” he added, which unrighteously aial 
wickedly have been set on foot against you, T will not be 
induced to give my consent, even tliough they should cut off 
both my hands ; for I hope that tlie divine grace will aid 
me, and strengthen the weakness of my soul.” 

But the zealots of this party, such as Aiexander of Hiera- 
polis and Meletius of Mopsuestia, were not satisfied that even 
so much should be yielded as liad already been^ione. They 
still persisted in demanding of Cyrill an express revocation of 
his anathemas. They could see nothing in Cy rill’s letter but 
his old erroneous doctrine artfully concealed ; and when the 
above-cited letter, in which he had vindicated himself to his 
friends Against the reproach of denying his previous convictions, 
came to tlieir knowletlge, sutficient }>roof was unquestionably 
furnished them to turn to shame the triumph of the patriarch 
John over the conversion of Cyrill.* As they had already, 
at the council of E])hesus, declared against the unconditional 
application of the i)redicate to Mary, so, too, they 

were dissatisfied with the new apjfiication of the term according 
to the articles of agreement tliere drawn up. The bishop 
Alexander, in declaring his dissent, proceeded on the ground 
of a distinction between tlie howoletic and the strictly dog- 
matical use of language, which we have already noticed as 
constituting a distinguishing characteristic of the Syrian 
church-teachers. ‘AVe cannot complain,” he writes, f “of 
those preachers who, in their festival discourses, may have 
imprudently called Mary the mother of God, or the Jews 
God’s murderers, and the like, Avhich may have been said by 
orthodox men in an unsuspicious manner ; for the very reason 
that it was in nowise their intention thereby to define doctrines. 

' See the letters of Meletius, ep. 76 and ep. 121. f Ep, 78. 
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But it was qiiito otherwise with a strict form of dogmatic 
expression, and especially after Cyrill, in his anathemas, had 
expressed the erroneous doctrine'whieh served to give currency 
to this predicate, and by the same document liad spread it far 
and wide.” These bishops, for the reasons just stated, not only 
rejected the agreement concluded upon, and not only continued 
therefore to consider Cyrill as excluded from the communion 
of the church, but they also excommunicated tlv^se who had 
received that ag’reenient. A whole synod, in Cilicia Secunda, 
passed a decree of this sort ; the members declaring they were 
r^ady to sutler anything rather than enter into fellowship with 
error or with the teachers of error. *The patriarch John might 
doubtless have been able, by moderate conduct, to gain over 
the more mildly disposed among the Orientals, if he had 
refrained from urging upon them an acquiescence in the 
sentence which deposed Nestorius — the course actually pur- 
sued afterwards ; but, by the vehemence with which he con- 
ducted himself towards all opponents, he alienated from him 
even this more moderate class. 

The patriarch John took occasion, from these disputes, to 
indulge himself in many encroacliments on the administration 
of affairs in foreign dioceses ; he furthered the promotion of 
unworthy m€n, disposed to serve him as his instruments, to 
episcopal stations wliich he had no authority to fill. Thus he 
made himself hated, and thus it was his own fault that the 
partjf of his opponents augmented,* and the worthiest bishops 
of Syria withdrew from all fellowship with him. A schism 
followed, not only in the Antiochian church diocese, but also 
in other parts of the Eastern church which were subject to 
the patriarch of Constantinople. The discontented from all 
quarters attached themselves to the opposition party of 
Eastern Asia ; and thus \vas formed an association of bishops 
who stood opposed to the tliree patriarchs of the East. To 
the same circle belonged the bishops of that portion of Syria 
which touches on the Euphrates, of the two provinces of 
Cilicia, of Cappadocia Secunda, of Bithynia, Thessaly, and 
Moesia.* 

Meanwhile, notwithstanding all the pains of the Cyrillian , 
party, the memory of Nestorius has not been wholly effaced 

* See the letter ivritten in the name of these schismatic bishops to the 
Roman bishop, Sijptus IL, in Lupus, 1. c. c. 117. 
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from, the minds of his devoted community Constantinople. 
This became evident after the death of the patriarch Maxi- 
mianus in 433. In many pjfrts of the city vast multitudes 
assenjbled, and with loud shouts demanded Nestorius again 
for their bishop ; threatening, unless he were restored to 
them, to set fire to tlie patriarchal church.* Yet such move- 
ments in favour of a man once hated by the dominant court 
party could do him no service, but, on the contrary, only 
tend to excite still more the rage of iiis enemies, who grudged 
him such love of the people. In the manner in which the 
vacant patriarchate was once more filled, appeared the in- 
fluence of the party opposed to Nestorius, for that very Fro- 
clus who had first stood forth as his opponent (see above) was 
named patriarch ; and this man leagued himself with Cyrill 
and John of Antioch, to enforce everywhere the recognition 
of the agreement struck between the church of Eastern Asia 
and that of Egypt, which had been made the ba^is pf the 
peace of the church. The patriarch John, who by this alli- 
ance obtained great power, resorted at first to means of bene- 
volence, to presents and pecuniary aid, for the purpose of 
gaining over the poor churches of Syria, which were burdened 
with debts ;t and next, where he could not accomplish his ends 
in this way, he tried to intimidate by threats. All being to 
no purpose, he exerted himself to procure an imperial edict 
against the obstinate bishops. Already he had contrived, by 
bribing the quaestor Domitian, to obtain such a decree ; but 
those bishops whom it was wished to expel stood so high in 
the esteem of their communities, that the execution of such 
measures against them might draw after it very disastrous 
consequences. The pretorian prefect Taurus represented to 
the emperor that the cities would be ruined, and that the 
empire, otherwise (by the bad management of its resources) 
growing impoverished every day, would here also lose one 
source of its revenues and the execution df the imperial ordi- 
nance was therefore put off' for the present. The quaestor who 

♦ Pit>cli Synodica, 1. c. 8t)5. 

f As may be gathered from the words of the bishop Alexander of 
* Hierapolis, ep. 143: Non habemus pecuuias et munera et naves plenas 
oneribus, quse mittamus. . . llHs armatur multitudo contra veritatem. 

Futurus ex hoc eversiones urbium, — quod qualfs est Thracia, talis 0 
Cilicia erit, qua; pa;ne sola remausit ad tributa solvenjq, ep. 105, 1. c. 
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had obtained this ordinance for the patriarchs, in the meantime 
resorted to a trick, .in order to induce the Syrian bisliops to 
yield. He informed them that this ordinance was signed by 
the e*ii^eror, and was to be published, but tiiat he had ^ for 
awhile withheld its publication, in order to see whether they 
might not be induced to compliance by arguments before it 
should be necessary to resort to extreme measures.* At length 
the imperial decree against the disturbers of the p^ace and the 
corrupters of the doctrines of faith, who employed religion 
as a pretext — by whom, however, could be meant no others 
tlian those Syrian bishops wdio were opposed to the articles of 
agreement — was actually published ; and men who for a long 
series of years, without mingling like others in the impure 
worldly business of those times, had consecrated all their 
labours, without earthly splendour and enjoyment, solely to 
their spiritual office, were now to be forcibly separated from 
the communities in which they were cordially loved and 
respected, because the arbitrary will of a few individuals found 
it possible through the court to rule over the church. f 

When these threatening commands were made known to the 
bishop Tlieodoret, he was at first resolved to forsake all, and 
retire to the cloister in which he had received his spiritual 
education; bTit the pious monks of his community urged him 
to enter into new negociatioiis with tlie patriarch John, so as 
to preser^^e his church without detriment to his conscience. 
Theoflorct foresaw that, if he declined to obey the emperor^s 
decree, he would be forced away from the comniunity where 
his labours were blessed, and some unworthy person would be 
substituted in his place. He considered it therefore to be his 
duty, so far as he could so do without denying his own con- 
victions and without detriment to llis conscience, to yield, in 
order to subserve a higher interest of the church ; and as the 

* See his letter to the bishop Helladius of Tarsus, ep, IOC. 

t [a the letter which the magister militum orientis sent to all the 
hishcps 'concerned, in order to the carrying into execution of the em- 
peroifs command, it was said: Necesse est, ut aut communiccs Joanni 
episcbpo catholicae ecclesise, ut ablatis contentiouibus sancta ecclesia 
quiete fiuatur ac pace, quam peperit (which John introduced by means 
of his articles of agreement) aut contendeus, formam divinitus datam 
(the penalty defined in the imperial sacra) subire cogaris, Privaberis 
enim urbe, privaberis et ecclcsia si meliori sorte obedire et assentiri 
uoiueris. 
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patriarch John released him from giving»in his acquiescence 
in the judgment pronounced on Nestorius, and as he himself 
had already testified his satisfaction with the doctrinal part of* 
the articles of agreement, he could at present, with a good 
conscience, comply* with tlie prescribed conditions.^ The 
patriarch John now endeavoured, through Theodoret's medi- 
ation,! to gain over also the other Syrian bishops; and 
Theodoret himself was moved, by his zeal for the best good of 
the church, and his friendship for his old colleagues involved 
in this controversy, to exert himself to the utmost ta briiig 
about a general reconciliation and union. He urged his old 
friends with the most pressing arguments, aiid among others^ 
wrote thus to the bishop Helladiusof Tarsus He assuredly 
ought not w ithout good cause to expose the flock entrusted to 
him to destruction ; the purity of doctrine had certainly been 
secured; to participate in wrong-doing was, a thing to which 
they were forced by no one. The righteous J udge vould not 
punish them for the injustice of others. It was high .time to 
put an end to disputes, and to unite the churches otice more 
together.’^ But in vain were all these representations and 
entreaties to the three men, (li.>tinguished for their firmness of 
character, Meletius of Mo})suestia, Alexander of Hierapoli^, 
and Hellaciins of Tarsus — men whose souls stroifg in faith, and 
superior to all human fear in resisting the despotic caprice 
which would subject everything to itself, deserve respect, not* 
withstanding their narrow^ dogmatic zeal. Tiiey^' were 'flrmly 
resolved not to grant Cyril 1 the fellow' ship of the church under 
any other condition than that he should revoke the system of 
doctrine expressed in his anathemas, and acknowledge Nesto- 
rius as a catholic bishop. All other yielding was the same in 
their eyes as to purchase the peace of the church with the 
denial of the truth and the approbation of injustice* They^. 
held it to be their duty to remain faithful, under all trials,. to 
the pastoral calling which had been entrusted to them 
they believed themselves justified also to give up their autliinty 
to govern, in order to remain true to their convictions. i^They 
were men who had for a long series of years administered meir 
office in so disinterested a spirit that, when obliged to r^lin- 2 

i 

■ * See ep. 126. Theodoret. 1. c., together with other letters of Ms m 
that collection. t See ep. 103, i> X hp. 1|8. 
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quish their posts, »nd to leave their flocks, they could take 
nothing with them for their journey and for the means of subsist- 
ence, butjiad to depend entirely on the charity of their friends.* 
The tishop Alexander answered his friend Tlieodoret after 
his repeated remonstrances: “I solemnly adjure you by the 
most Holy Trinity to press me no longer, for my hope is 
in the Crucified. I am alread}^ waiting for those vvho are to 
dtive me from my place with so great joy, that,, had I any 
other gold besides tlie utensils of the church, I would give 
them for that a larger present than for any joyful tidings they 
could bring me. Ciive yourself no further trouble, therefore, 
but only pray fof me.” 

As 7'heodoret could effect nothing iu this way, he at length 
betook himself to a man, in defence of who-e innocence those 
common friends w'ere in truth particularly zealous, the injured 
Nestorius, and besought him that he would himself represent 
to the bishop Alexander how sorely he failed against the law 
of love, in having respect solely to what concerned himself, not 
to what was for the advantage of many others ; that he ought 
not to hesitate, if it were necessary, even to commit a trifling 
sin, in order to save many from sin, and lead them to sal- 
Vation.j On the one side, we here see, in the man of modera- 
tion, the subjetitive caprice of his system of morals, justifying 
the means by the end — a thing whicli we frequently remark 
among the Orientals ; on the other, we see in the zealot the 
ethicar severity which would not acknowledge the principle 
that the end sanctifies the means. When Tlieodoret failed in 
thi^ way to accomplish his purpose, he begged the patriarch 
John, in the most touching appeal, that he would not allow 
force to be employed against the venerable man. ‘‘ Time,” he 
said, would soon make him more pliant ; and even if this 
simuld not be the case, yet it could do no harm, for his doc- 
trine accorded with the faith of the church, and he would move 
on qu|etly in his own field of labour, without seeking to make 
any dilturbance. The patriarch John would make himself ex- 
tretnely^ unpopular if he undertook to do anything against the 
venerable old man, of whom he ^imself had once said, that all 
Ipust bear him ; while, on the ^ntrary, by pardoning him, he 

* As the bishop Alexander writes, ep. 147 : Ex his quae mihi direxe“ 
rint amici habeo ad animalium conductionem. 

t Ep. 148. Pusillum deiinquat, ut a multo delicto ca5teros liberet. 
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would secure the esteem and loveiaf all.” ^ But these repre- 
sentations made no impression whatever on the patriarch, who 
was determined at all hazards to enforce ecclesiasticaji obe* 
dience, and to restore Unity to the church. The pious old man 
was torn from his devoted flock. This occasioned a universal 
lamentation throughout the city ; the churches were closed, and ' 
it was necessary to open them by force. Loud complaints and 
reproaches were heard from all quarters against those who had 
determined to deprive liis flock of their old spiritual father. 
Young and old, women and men, united in petitioning the ^im- 
perial governor of the province of Eastern Asia, the Comes 
Orientis, and the patriarch John, to allow tifeir old bishop to 
end his few remaining days quietly in the midst of them — 
without iiim they could not live.l The patriarch John, how- 
ever, was not to be softened by such representations. He 
answered the church at Hierapolis in a cold and haughty offi- 
cial tone, assuring them that their bishop must attribute all * 
that he suffered only to his own stubborn self-will ; and 
he represented it as a great crime in him, that he refused to 
enter into any negociations with those men (the bishops) by 
whose prayers the world is saved.]; Yet he added, that, if 
Alexander would desist from his wonted pride, and reform, he 
would joyfully send him back to them again. 

A similar fate befel the bisliop Meletins of Mopsuestia. The 
Comes Titus had urged him likewise voluntarily to submit to 
the imperial ordinance ; he opposed to him the common argu- 
ment of the entire Christian world — the usual argument of the 
party in power. As it was God’s will that all men should be 
saved, it was not to be thought of that the judgment of an 
individual should stand against the common consent of all. 
To this Meletius gave him a becoming reply : He was 
right,” he wrote to him, ‘‘in what he said concerning the 
divine will, but it was evident that human will did not always 
accord with the divine: for God had allowed men endowed 
with a rational soul to be masters of their own will ; and 
hence it had often happened, as the history of the Old and 
New Testament showed, that^_ a few men, inspired with the 
right disposition towards God,' had defended the truth against 

* Ep. 150. 

f See the report of the judge of the secuuda Euphratesia, ep. 166* 

i Quorum precibus mundus ipse salvatur. o 
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the miiltittide. So now, too, God would not reject the few 
who clove to him with all their love, and on this account iiad 
to end*ire from the multitude sworn against them, disgrace, 
persecution, and exile; and pardon me,’’, he continued, ‘‘•I 
^ntreat you, if I do not find it in my power toMeceive my own 
conscience. As soon as I see the command signed by the 
emp‘ ror^s own hand I shall leave the church at once, just as 
1 am, still praising God as before. I am ready* through 
God’s grace, not only to give up the church, but even to die 
a thousand deaths, rather than to sin against my conscience, in 
respect of our Lord Christ.” When now the emperor’s com- 
mand was put' in execution, and another bishop, whom the 
patriarch John had resolved to thrust on the church, was in- 
stalled in the place of Meletins, tlie whole commimity testified 
their grief and sympathy. All were fbr having Meletius alone 
ipfor their bishop, and would recognize no other. These com- 
motions glive the patriarch John occasion to accuse Meletius 
at Constantinople as a violator of the imperial laws and a 
disturber of the peace, and to propose that he should be 
expelled from the whole province of Cilicia. He was banished 
to Melitene, in Armenia, and quietly resigned himself to his 
lot, which he accepted as one ordained by a higher wisdom, 
and inflicted by the hand of God, for whose cause he believed 
he was contending. 

We \sill now for a moment turn aside from contemplating 
the further development of these events, in order to cast a 
glance at the final lot of that pious man, Nestorius himself, 
who undeservedly became an object of abhorrence to many of 
his contemporaries and to posterity. As may be gathered from 
what has already been narrated, even the old friends of Nes- 
torius, though they belonged to the same doctrinal scimol with 
him, had gone over to the side of those who pronounced upon 
him the sentence of condemnation ; and in the end they must 
persuade themselves, in order to justify this step to their con- 
science, that Nestorius had preached dangerous errors. But 
the zeal in behalf of such a conviction, which had proceeded 
merely out of self-persuasion, is for the most part wont to in- 
cline but so much the more strongly to heat and violence. No 
voice of commanding influence .^^poke openly and loudly in 
behalf of that Nestorius who became every day more hated at 
the imperial courts the man whom the emperor Theodosias, in 
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hk edicts, had compared with an Arius, d Porphyry, a Simon 
Magus. Theodoret, and tliose of like nifrid with him, must be 
contented, indeed, that they had merely been spared tliQ neces- 
sity of signing tlie condemning sentence pronounced against 
Xestorius. But'his enemies did not cease persecuting him ; for 
they grudged the honourable ease vvhicli he enjoyed in the 
cloister, and the sympatliy which, from time to time, he still 
met with ;* * * § aud they dreaded the influence which he might exert 
in his narrow circle, and from, thence extend over a still wider 
compass. The Tlomaii bishop Coclestiims had already, by a 
letter to the emperor Theodosius, a.d. 432, called upon him 
to remove the man who had been condenmeci by the judicial 
sentence of all the priests, and who still persisted in his blas- 
phemous errors,* from all intercourse with society, that it 
might be put out of his power to lead others astnjy.’f This 
demand, however, did not as yet produce the intended effect. 
Nestorius continued for four years to enjoy undisturbed repose 
and esteem in the cloister of Euprepius, which lay before the 
gates of Antioch, only two stadia from the city. But when 
John and Cyrill of Ale^feiidria had now made it their aim to 
cause the sentence pronounced against him to be universally 
recognized, it could nut but be extremely vexatious to them to 
be aware of his residence on sucli a spot, which was so con- 
venient for maintaining a correspondence with the whole Syrian 
church. By their influence, therefore, Nestorius, iiijhe year 
435, was torn from the repose of his cloister, and condemned 
to exile. By tlie first edict, the town of Petra, in Arabia, was 
fixed upon as the place of liis banishment. J But this edict was 
not so executed. Perhaps it was a mitigation of the punish- 
ment, that he was, instead of this, exiled to one of the Oases, 
probably the great Oasis of Egypt.§ Hordes of Libyan bar- 
barians, knowni under the name of Blemmyans, falling upon 
this district and laying everything waste wdth fire and sword, 
made Nestorius a prisoner. They had compassion on him, 
set him at liberty with several others, and warned him them- 
selves to leave that place of residence, because other hordes 

* In prsedieatione sacrilega perdurantem. 

f Ut facultatem aliquos perdendi non habeat. 

t The imperial edict in Harduin. Coucil. 1. c. 1669. 

§ When Socrates wrote the seventh book of his church history, he was 
stiil in that place, Vid. Socrat. hist, eccles. vii. d#. 
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would soon follow in their train. Nestorius now betook him- 
self to the town of l^anapolis in Egypt, and from thence he 
wrote to the prefect of Thebais. He informed liiiii that it was 
not his* intention to escape, that he miglit furnish no occasion 
for calumny ; he awaited what might be determined concerning 
him according to the laws. But he begged iiim at tlie same 
time not to leave liim a prey to the machinations of wicked 
men, lest it might be lamented in all future times, that it was 
better to be a prisoner to barbadians than to take refuge at the 
throne of the Koman emperor.^ But tliese representations 
availed him imtbing. Perhaps the prefect was the mere tool 
of Egyptian fanaticism and blind heresy-liatred. The old man, 
whose physical powers were already enfeebled by age and by 
his many misfortunes, was, at the command of the governor, 
without the least show of compassion, dragged' about from one 
place to another, by a guard of soldiers composed of barbarian 
•allies, to the borders of Egypt. He therefore wrote to the 
governor a second letter, which, to judge from a fragment pre- 
served to us by tfie cliurch-liistoriaii Evagrius, was composed, 
like the first, with dignity and composure, although the heart 
of an Evagrius was so steeled by the power of dogmatic fana- 
ticism, that he had no sense to perceive this, but saw in the 
expressions of af dignified spirit, which had not been bowed to 
servility by all its misfortunes, nothing but expressions of 
pride and obstinacy. j* Having demanded of the governor that, 
after befhg so dragged about, he might at length be allowed 
some repose, and that his case might be reportc^d to tlie empe- 
ror, he concluded in the following words: Thus I counsel 
you, as a father would his son ; but if you receive these 
words, as you did my first, with displeasure, then act according 
to your own good pleasure, if so be that your good pleasure 
has more weight with you than arguments of reason.” Amidst 
the sufferings of his exile, Nestorius enjoyed sufficient compo- 
sure of mind to write a history of his controversy, and of his 
fortunes resulting therefrom, especially (fesigned to vindicate 
himself against the reproaches made against him by friends and 

The words of Nestorius in the fragment of his letter preserved by 
Evagrius in his church history, I. 7 , are: 'Jva <7i’a(Ton; iK.rouroZ yiviat; 

xpsiTrov uvai al^,uxX6>ruv ^ fitniTiXuaii 

f 'O wv ff&np^ov^ircts. 
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enemies; which work he seems to hav^s entitled, the repre- 
sentation of his Tragedy,^ In this work, it would appear, 
he exposed with a vehemence of indignation which might 
easily be excused, the intrigues of Cyrill ; while lie expressed 
himself with more mildness concerning others, who, according 
to his own opinion, had only been deceived by Cyrill.'l' 

As to the manner, however, in which Nestorius ended his 
life, no certain and definite accounts have come down to us. 

^ See the citations from it in Evagrius, 1. I. c. 7, and in the Syn^dicon 
published by J^npiis, c. VI. Lupi opera, T. VII. f. 26. That the work 
bore the title of “ Tragedy" is reported by Ebodjesu, a Nestorian metro- 
politan of the fourteenth century, in his list of Syrian ecclesiastical 
writers in Asscmaiii bibliotheca Orientalis, T. III. p, i. f. 36. This 
work of Nestorius has unfoi Innately not come down to us, unless, per- 
haps, it may be spmewhere found in a Syrian translation. But Irenaius, 
the friend of Nestorius already mentioned, who accompanied him as a 
count of the empire to Ephesus, on account of his friendship for Nesto^- 
rius, fell into disgrace with the emperor, lived for some time in exile, 
and then, after having been ordained by his friends, bishop of Tyre, was 
deposed again by command of the emperor. This Irentnus composed 
a work, full of zeal for the cause of Nestorius, treating of the persecu- 
tions which he suifered. and of the history of the church in his times, 
which likewise bore the title of Tragedy.” In this work he made use 
of the history compiled by his friend Nestorius, from which he often 
quoted ; but we have to regret, that this tragedy of Ireuseus has also 
failed to come down to us. But an unknown author, probably a Noii:h 
African, in the times of the emperor Justinian, or soon after, in writing 
on the controversies respecting the three articles, of which- we shall 
speak hereafter, has brought together copious extracts from tj;is work, 
with other imporiant records wliich he hunted up at Constantinople, all 
relating to these disputes. These are contained in the Synodicon, first 
published by Lupus, from a manuscript in the abbey of Monte Cassino. 
There is another printed copy of the manuscript in Mansi Concil. T. V. 

t Coelestin, being an unlearned Iloraan bishop, he excused on the 
grounds that he could not possess any exact insight into doctrines (sim- 
pliciorem, quam qui posset vim dogmatum subtilius penetrare), and that 
he had sufi'ered himself to be deceived by the garbled quotations of 
Cyrill. Nestorius moreover acknowledged here, that it was himself who 
first proposed the assembling of a synod at Ephesus ; a step, however, for 
which he was reproached by his friends. In answer to the charge that 
he made Christ a mere man, he appeals to the fact, that immediately 
after his ordination, he got a new law to be passed against those who 
maintained this, as well as against other heretics. Nestorius, then, here 
avows himself as the author of the severe law against the heretics, 
which appeared in the very year in which he entered upon the patri- 
archal dignity, in the year 428, and is to be found in the Codex Theo* 
dosiaa. I. XVL Tit V. 1. 65. 
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The choTch historians of this period, who represent all the 
inisforttines w]\ich hefel the persecuted man as being a di^dne 
judgment on the blasphemer, here give us rhetorical fustian in 
place*of simple and credible history.* 

We now return from the personal history of Nestorius* to 
trace the consequences wliich resulted from the Nestorian dis- 
putes. 

Th^odoret and his friends had, it is true, as we have already 
remarked, adopted the Alexandrian articles of agreement, only 
with such restrictions as to secure themselves against any viola- 
tion of conscience ; but it was easy to foresee,* that they would 
not be sudered Iftog to enjoy that immunity ; that it w^ould soon 
be declared to be a mere subterfuge, which they had left open 
to themselves, so as not to be under the necessity of renouncing 
Nestorianism. The new severer measures against all the 
adherents of Nestorius, and all so called Nestorians, might 
easily pave the way for this. 

In the year 435 appeared new laws, by which it was ordained 
that the Kestorians should for the future be called Simonians; 
that all the writings of Nestorius should be burnt ; that those 
who should copy, preserve, or read them, should be punished in 
the severest manner ; and that all bishops who ventured to 
defend the doctrines ' of Nestorius should be deposed. All 
meetings of Nestorians for divine worship were strictly forbid- 
den. The tribune Aristolaus was a second time sent to the 
Anti(Tchian church diocese, for the purpose of seeing these laws 
carried into execution, and of enforcing everywhere the con- 
demnation of Nestorius and of his doctrines.^ Many bishops, 
who until now had acceded to the articles of agreement only 
under the above-mentioned limitation, submitted to these new 
ordinances. Others, as Theodoret, remained firm by their 
former declarations ; and Cyrill therefore accused them before 
the patriarch John and the tribune Aristolaus, as men who had 

* Eyagniis cite.s words of a church historian, who says that Nestorius, 
after his tongue no doubt in punishment for his blasphemies — had been 
gnawed away by worms, went to the greater eternal punishment of 
another world. 

t Cyriib cp. 166 to Aristolaus, decretum, per quod prcccipitnr, ut uni- 
versi episcopi orientis anathematizarent impiuni JVesioriuM et omnes 
ejus contra Christum blasphemias dicere Simonianam seu Nestorianam 
hseresin; and ep. y9 to the same. 
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adopted the articles of peace only in a deceitful manner, and 
as being secret Nestorians.* In general,* Cyrill was already 
making preparations, by degrees, to condemn, under the name 
of jSTestorianism, ever3"thing wiiich was opposed to his own 
system of doctrine, although he did not as yet come out openly 
with this project. Already he denounced those who condemned 
the doctrines of Nestorins onl}^ in appearance, without actu- 
ally renouncing them. Nestorianism, he asserted, did not 
consist alone, as some pretended, in refusing to call Mary the 
mother of God.j; ^ _ 

In the next place, what men called Nestorianism was, ‘in 
fact, substantially nothing else than the doctrines of Diodorus 
of Tarsus and of Theodore of JMopsuestia. The defenders of 
Nestorins and of his doctrines boasted,-'not without good 
reason, of being disciples of the great Theodore-I When 
therefore the Cyrillian party aimed at the total supplanting 
of Nestorianism, the\" believed their object would be com- 
pletely accomplished only when the doctrines of Diodorus and 
Theodore should be condemned at the same time, as the pro- 
per fountain of Nestorianism. To Cyrill it very rightly 
appeared like a contradiction to conrlemn the doctrines of 
Nestorins, and to defend those of Theodore, who set fortli the 
same, often in far harsher terms. In the veneration paid to 
those two Syrian fathers he saw only a pretext under which 
Nestorianism, while it was nominally condemned, might still 
continue to be defended.§ But it was a most difficult ibider- 
taking to induce tiie Syrian clergy, who had been accustomed, 
from their youth, to name those men with the greatest revei^ 
rence as the fathers and teachers of the church, to approve ^ 
decree by which they were publicly condemned. True, the 
partisans of Cyrill among the Syrian monks and clergy, and 
a certain bishop, Rabulus of Edessa, wlio had joined them, 
made trial of carrying through such a sentence of condemna- 

* Cyrill. ep. 180. 

f See ep. 179 to Aristolaus, and ep. 167 to John. 

X See^ for example, the language of the bishop Miletius, ep. 152, opp. 
Theodoret. T. V. p. 832. Fidem apostolicam et a patribus traditam, 
quam a magno Theodoro accepimus. ^ 

^ See the letter of Cyrill to the bishop Acacius of Melitene, opp, T. V. 
p. ii. f. 197, where he says of the Orientals : 'T-zro^XocTTo/icivoi ya.^ Nsa-* 

TDoUu fAiffilVy rraX/v ocvto. ffuyKooTovcrt 

^i>vTSf, rnv) itrnVf j/jdXXoy vsffovvT'c 
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tion : but the gener!l,] and determined resistanoe which they 
experierice<l, proved* how impracticable any project of this 
kind shrill was in the Syrian church at large ; and the oppo- 
sition called forth thereby contributed to the formation, from 
the Syrian church, of an independent Nestorian church-party 
in Persia, concerning the rise of which we shall speak more 
par‘’cularly in a separate section. 

A certain abbot, Maximus, who was one of the most vio- 
lent opponents of Nestorianisui-, excited in the Syrian church, 
by^a project of this sort, the greatest indignation even among 
the* laity, among whom the character of those men stood 
in the higliest v^eneration. In the mitlst of the assembled 
communities, the cry was heard, Long live the faith of 
Theodore ! AVe believe as Theodore believed,” — and in the 
Antiochian church, stones were thrown at that abbot. * The 
Cyrillian party made one more attempt to enforce, by means 
of the emperor and the patriarch Procliis, the condemnation 
of those Syrian cliurch-teachers ; as indeed Cyrill himself, 
when he sent to the emperor his explanation of the Nicene 
creed in opposition to JSTestorianism, had invited liim to 
attempt tliis, at least in an indirect manner, having in his 
accompanying letter described Diodorus and Theodore, in the 
harshest expressions, as being the fathers of those blasphemies, 
and declared that under their name Nestorianism was re- 
vived, But the patriarch l^roclus was nevertheless too pru- 
dent, and too decidedly the friend of peace, :j: to be willing, 
for the sake of gratifying the passions of zealots and the 
ambition of Cyrill, to cast the church into new turmoils, the 
consequences of which could not be estimated, and which 
could be mot'e easily excited than quelled. lie endeavoured, 
while it was yet time, to check the violent commotions which 
were already on the point of breaking out. 

The Armenian church having requested him, on occasion 
of thesO disputes, to give his own judgment, li<i addressed to 
them a dogmatic exposition, wliich acquired great authority 
in the Greek church. j| AVith this, he united certain ana- 
vthemas on several propositions akin to Nestorianism, which 

f 

^ See Cyrilfs letter to Acacius, bishop of Melitene, p. 197. 
t See this letter of Cyrill, opp. Theodoret, T. V. p. S54. 
i See Socrat. hist, eccles. Vll. c. 41. 

I Procli Tomas adlAriuenos. ' 

VOE. IV. 


O 



194 


THEODORE DEFENDED BY THE SYRIANS, 


were supposed to have been drawn from the writings of Theo- 
dore, but in which he had wisely omitted to mention the 
author by name. Yet the deputies who were the bearers of 
this letter of the patriarch to the Syrian church, one of whom 
was the above-mentioned zealot Maximus, did not exercise 
the same prudence. On the contrary, the op])ortunity was 
welcome to them by which they were enabled, under the au- 
thority of the patriarch of the imperial residence, to demand 
the" condemnation of the propositions of Theodore ; and they 
took the liberty, therefore, of affixing liis name to them. As 
the propositions now appeared under the name of Theodore, 
the proposal to subscribe these articles of Condemnation was 
received, in the Syrian church diocese, with the most violent 
indignation. ^ The patriarch John of Antioch wrote to Cyrill, 
that the bishops of this district would prefer to be burned, 
rather than to approve the condemnation of Theodore.* The 
bishops of the Antiochian patriarchate, assembled at Antioch, 
sent the most emphatic letters as well to the emperor as to the 
patriarchs Proclus and Cyrill. They declared that they could 
not possibly consent, for the sake of such isolated propositions, 
torn out of their proper connection, — ^just as, by a like pro- 
ceeding, propositions which seemed not a whit less revolting 
might be extracted from the Avritings of the*most venerated 
fathers, — to condemn after his death so great a church-teacher, 
who had so manfully contended for the defence of pure doc- 
trine against so many errors ; but even were it possible for 
them to be induced to such a step, yet they would meet the 
most determined resistance from their communities, who even 
now were ready to revolt at these proposals.-f In their letter 
to the emperor, they express themselves with just indignation 
against the idea of condemning, after their death, men who, to 
the close of their lives, had served the church in the best pos- 
sible manner. By such a course, no church-teacher could be 
safe ; for as all were men, it was impossible that they should 
escape the censure of those who took pains to hunt up what- 

* See the letter of Cyrill to the patriarch Proclus, opp. 1. c. f. 200. 

f the fragment of this document addressed to the patriarch Pro- 
clus, in Facuud. Hermianens. defensio triura capitulorum, 1, VIII. 
the beginning, opp. Sirmond. T. II, ed. Venet. f. 460, and all that 
remains to us of the transactions of this Antiochian council, in Mansi, 
concil. T. V. f. 1182. 
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ever was bad in Miem : indeed the declarations of the holy 
scriptures themselves were in various ways perverted by 
teachers of error.* Proclus wrote hereupon to the patriarch 
John that it had never entered his thoughts to condemn any 
man who had died in the communion oY the church. He 
severely upbraided his deputies for overstepping the powers 
wh’ch had been entrusted to them ; and he commanded them 
to take no step without the knowledge and approbation of the 
patriarch John, and to do all in their power to appease those 
cojnmotions. The emperor himself issued an ordinance (sacra), 
addressed to the synod assembled at Antioch, in which he for- 
bade everything*which had been undertaken to disturb the 
peace of the church in those districts/f Even Cyrill thought 
it best at length to yield to the storm. In a letter to the 
patriarch Proclus, he declared that, to avoid disturbances, it 
was perhaps best to proceed no further, as the object to be 
accomplished was, after all, not so important ; for by con- 
demning the blasphemies of Nestorius, the kindred blasphemies 
of Theodore were in like manner also condemned. If Theo- 
dore were now living, and should persist in defending the 
blasphemies of Nestorius, or the things which he himself had 
written, the condemnation wmuld reach also to himself per- 
sonally ; but ^ he had already gone to God,J it was sufficient, 
if nothing further was done than to condemn the false doc- 
trines which were to be found in his writings, without men- 
tionirf^ his name, § 

Yet although he must have been sensible, that a public con- 
demnation of the writings and doctrines of Theodore could, 
under these circumstances, in no wise be enforced, yet his 
polemical zeal was not suffered to grow cool. He composed 
a work under the title, There is but one Christ,'' against the 
doctrine of Theodore, in which w ork he accused him of having 
written a great deal which savoured of the most extreme im- 
piety, — ot having denied the true deity of Christ, and of having 
made Christians the worshippers of man.|| After such attacks 

♦ Fac. Herm. 1. c. 1. VIII. c. 3. 

t The sacra in Facundus, 1. c. 1. VIII. c. 3. 

^ 5s Osav, A remarkable expression in the mouth 

of Cyrill, who made no scruple of condemning Nestorius to hell. 

§ See opp. Cyrill. f, 200. 

I See the extracts from that work in the fifth act of the second cecu- 
m^nlcal council of <Jonstautinople. Harduin. Concil. T. III. f. 107. 

o2 
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upcm the venerated teacher of the Syrian church, the Syrian 
chtirch-teachers could not, of course, remain silent. Theodoret 
felt himself constrained to defend the memory of his instructor 
agaCinst these attacks ; and, as we may gather from the frag- 
ments of this work,'^ he indulged himself in the same violence, 
and the same unwarrantable imputation of consequences, as his 
opponent had done. 

Thus this new contention served but to excite afiesh the 
rupture between the Alexandrian and the Syrian church. If 
we may trust to an ancient aceoimt, Cyrill v/as already laying 
the foundation of new ])lots against the Syi ian church-party, 
which he so much hated,, and was labouring *to carry through 
his designs at the court, f when by his death, in the year 444, 
the church Avas delivered from this threattning danger. 


* Which are preserved to us in the Latin translation, in the Collat. 
V. of the II. (jecum. Concil. Constaiitinop. Ilarduin. Concil. T. III. 
f, 107. 

f This may be gathered from the words of Theodoret, in his well- 
known letter to the patriarch of Antioch, on Cyrili’s death; ep. 180, in 
opp. Theodoret. SornniaA'it eiiim, sicut dicmit, et regiani urbem pertur- 
bare, et plis iternni dogniatibiis repugnare et tuain sanctitatem accusare, 
utpoteea colentem. Yet this letter is by many, since the timeof Tille- 
mont, (note 80 to his life of Cyrill, Memoires T. 14,> considered spu- 
rious, but for reasons which to us do not carry the force of conviction, 
and of which many derive their weiglit merely from the Catholic point 
of view at which Tilhnnont stands. That Theodoret should speak after 
this manner of Cyrill’s character and of his death, cannot aj5pear so 
surprising to tliose avIio, without prejudice, contemplate Cyrill and his 
relations to Theodoret. The sportive description of Cy rill’s voyage to 
the world below is not to be reckoned a A'ery strange thing, even in 
Theodoret; when, for instrmce, in allusion to Lucian’s dialogues of the 
dead, he says, Ladificavit (piidem superstites illius disccssio, contristavit 
vero forsitan mortuos, et timor est, ne prmgravati ejus conversatione, 
iterum ad nos remittant, vel illos effugiat, qui cum abducunt. For this 
reason, he says, it might be, that the patriarch had ordered a huge stone 
to be placed on his grave. In the world below, there was no farther 
occasion to fear danger from Cyrill’s doctrines ; not only those who wefe 
well informed in such matters, but even Aimrod and Pharaoh, would be 
disgusted with them, and stone him. 

Any person who attempted to fabricate a letter under the name of 
Theodoret, Avould hardly have represented him as discoursing in so 
sportive and heathenish a style. He would rather have put into his 
mouth earnest denunciations in the language of the Old Testament, Au 
allusion of this kind to Lucian's dialogues of the dead is much rather in 
the character of Theodoret, who was doubtless well versed in the study 
of the ancients. But as in this sportive style there is to be detected no 
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The death of C}»rill, however, served, only for the first nio- 
ments, to promote the restoration of tranquillity in the Oriental 
church. What had been done during the episcopal adniinis- 

mark of bitterness or of revenge, so in the conclusion of the letter we 
find expressed the spirit of Christian charity, by which Theodoret was 
actuated, and which any person who, from motives of doctrinal interest, 
ha ^ interpolated a letter of this sort, would have found it difficult to 
imitate. For instance, after remarking how troubled his friends were 
•with the thought that Cyrill was still to the last plotting 'evil, he adds, 
“ May it be so ordered, by your prayers, that he may obtain mercy and 
foi'giveness, and that the unmeasured grace of God may prevail over 
hi^ wicke(|pess.” 'fillemont supposes that the objections which Theo- 
doret makes in this*letter to Cyrill’s system of faith are inconsistent with 
his mode of expressing himself with regard to Cyrill’s doctrinal explana- 
tions in those articles of agreement. But these observations of Theodoret 
refer simply to the manner in which Cyrill had expro^sed himself in 
that confession of faith. From the later declarations of Cyrill, in his 
■work against Theodore, Theodoret must doubtless liave known that 
no change had really taken place in the views of Cyrill ; and in his 
“ Ilefutatioii” he had in fact repeated the charge of Apollinarianism and 
similar complajnts against Cyrill. Neither does the manner in which 
Theodoret declares himself, in his eighty-third letter to Dioscurus 
respecting his relation to Cyrill, and especially respecting those writings 
of his which do not relate to the above-mentioned doctrinal differences, 
stand so directly at vayance with the remarks in this letter. It is only 
necessary to paj some regard to the difference of circumstances, and to 
remOraber that the above letter wms written in confidence to a friend, 
while this was intended for publication, and expressly pointed against 
the hostilely disposed official adherents of Cyrill ; to wdiich we must add, 
that tke Orientals, according to their theory of the allowed 

themselves in many liberties, not to be reconciled with the strictlaws of 
veracity. 

But, if Theodoret really speaks of Cyrill in this letter as having died 
prqpiaturely, it certainly could not have come from the hand of a con- 
temporary, who must have known tliat Cyrill reached a good old age. 
But the reading by which he is made to say this cannot be correct, if 
tor no other reason, because what is so expressed stands in ‘manifest 
contradiction with the substance of the commencing words of the letter. 
The correct reading is evidently that of the Codex Paris; Ilium vero 
miserum ad ; for this' sense is required by the commencing words, 
while, in what follows, ct may also be substituted instead of sed ; or sed, 
wiiich fitly marks the antithesis, may even be retained. 

Finallj, it would indeed he an anachronism, if this letter were ad- 
dressed to the patriarch John of Antioch, but the entire contents of the 
letter are best suited to his successor Doranus, and we have only to 
suppose that the two names were confounded in the Latin translation, 
the only form in which this document has been preserved. Concil. 
eecuraen. V. collat. V. 

The fragment o^ sermon which Theodoret is said to have preached 
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tratjon of Cyrill, the manner in which the disputes had been 
composed, contained in itself the seeds of new disorders ; and 
to bring these to a violent outbreak, the footsteps of Cyrill 
were followed by his successor Dioscurus, a man of unbounded 
ambition, and* of an irascible, boisterous temperament, who 
was ready to adopt any means to accomplish his purposes — 
bribery, court intrigue, and deeds of violence of every sort.* 
This person once more resumed the plan which Cyrill, who 
had only yielded to circumstances, never lost out of view, to 
make the system of doctrine involved in the anathemas, wijh 
regard to the one nature of the God -man domin^it in the 
whole Eastern church ; and, like Cyrill, he would very gladly 
have procured for the Alexandriari church, as a truly aposto- 
• 

after the death of Cyrill at Antioch, 1. c. Ilarduin. III. 139, has external 
evidence for its genuineness still’ more decided ; being cited already by 
Marius Mercator. But the internal evidence would seem to be more 
strong against its authenticity than in the case of the letter we have just 
considered ; for it exhibits rather the older and sterner form of the Anti- 
ochian scheme of doctrine, as it had been first taught by Theodore, than 
the more moderate shaping of it by Theodoret, especially as it was held 
by him after the Nestorian controversy. And the exclamations of 
triumph at the final victory of the pure doctrine, the expressions of 
joy at the consequent union of the Syrian and Egyptian churches, — 
oriens et ^Egyptus sub uno jugo est, — these expressions do not seem in 
accordance with the prospects which would be anticipated by Theodoret 
after Cy rill’s death, or with the solicitude which he himself evinces in 
the letter above mentioned. But, on the other hand, it is certahJy not 
at all probable, that one who had before him the history of the next suc- 
ceeding years would attribute to Theodoret such language as he is here 
made to use; and the exaggeration of rhetorical polemics requires 
many grains of allowance. ii^ 

* By the complaints of several of his clergy, whom he had persecuted 
at the council of Chaicedon (see Concil. Chalc. act. III. Harduin. III. f. 
322), a very unfavourable light is throwm on the character of Dioscurus, 
in relation to his avarice, his embezzlement of moneys designed for the 
churches and for the poor, the persecutions which he practised with the 
assistance of the most powerful men of the court, as well as in relation 
to other immoralities. I’hus, for example, he is said to have collected 
together the grain which the emperor was in the habit of sending to the 
communities of the unfruitful districts of Libya, in times of barrenness, 
which he sold at a high price, and appropriated the money to his own 
use. True, we ou^ht not to give too much weight to such accusations 
against eminent bishops, who had made themselves hateful to a party 
in these times of violent passions ; but, compared with what we other- 
wise know for certainty respecting the behaviour of Dioscurus, many of 
these charges would seem more worthy of credit, < ) 
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lical one, founded by Mark, the highest authority in the East, 
and particularly haye elevated it above the patriarchate of 
Constantinople, which was represented to have grown up 
merelf out of secular privileges.* Wanting the cunning of 
Cyrill, which paid more regard to circumstances, he was *the 
more inclined, where he stood in alliance with the dominant 
pov er, to resort to violent and unceremonious modes of pro- 
ceeding, in wliich all forms and legal order were utterly disre- 
garded. He needed here, then, for the present, only to go on, 
according to the system of his predecessor, and to stigmatise 
all- that answered to the more moderate Antiochian’ system of 
faith, all that wont on the distinction of the two natures in 
concrete, or which had any bearing on this, as Nestorian he- 
resy. Hence the Syrian churches, in which Theodoret stood 
particularly prominent on account of his zeal for the defence 
of this doctrinal system, would be the first object of his attack. 
And here he found a foothold in a party of clergy, and particu- 
larly of monks, who constituted a formidable opposition to the 
prevailing system in the Syrian system of faith, and who 
had already stood in intimate connection with Cyrill, and had 
been used by him as spies and creators of disturbance in the 
Syrian church. A certain abbot Barsuraas stood at the head 
of this faction? 

Next, he had an influential party at^ Constantinople, com- 
posed of those abbots and monks who had already served as 
the irfistruments of Cy^rill in paving the way for the downfall 
of Nestorius. They were for the most part men destitute of 
.scientific culture, who, for that very reason, would be most 
likely to fall in with the formulas of the Alexandrian system, 
as they proceeded rather from the language of feeling than 
from that of the understanding ; wiiereas the Antiochian theory 
of distinction, on the contrary, presupposed an understanding 
versed in the discrimination of conceptions, and sensible of the 
need of it ; and nothing of that kind was to be found among 
them. Many of these people perhaps had not even sufficient 

* Theodoret says of Mm, ep. 86 ; xxru, tov (ictnit^iov 

re» B^ovov <r^o(^'ixXirxt. He therefore objects to Theodoret, that taking 
j^art with a synodal letter sent by the patriarch Prod us from Coiistan- 
tiao^e, he recognized the primacy of the Constantinopolitan church in 
the East, and had thus betrayed the privileges alike of the Antiochian as 
well as of the Alexandrian church. 



200 CY rill’s old party — EUTYCHES. 

theological education to be able duly to apprehend the Alex- 
andrian system in its whole coherence £yid its whole logical 
evolution ; but its main tendency everywhere to give promi- 
nence to the ineffable, the inexplicable, the incomprehensible, 
was also their own^; and the forms of expression which were 
the results of this system coincided also with their favourite ex- 
pressions. We hold fast to that which the scriptures declare,” 
so this people were accustomed to talk : the scriptures declare, 

‘ The Word became flesh.’ This means more than that he as- 
sumed human nature. In beddming flesh, he assuredly under- 
went no change. He is the same ; but that is the inexpressible 
wonder ; and every human attribute is to be ascribed to this 
God who became flesh. God was born ; God suflered ; there 
is a body of God. The how is what no reason can explain. 
The way in which this took place is known to God alone. We 
should not desire to know any more than what scripture reveals. 
All further inquiries and explanations are dangerous to faith.” 

With God all things are possible : God accomplishes every- 
thing according to his own good pleasure, and in a way known 
to himself alone.” Such was the reply, constantly repeated, to 
all difficulties which might be proposed to them.* 

At the head of this party, among the monks of Constanti- 
nople, stood the abbot and presbyter Eiityches*f'— one of those 
who, for a long series of years, lived .shut up in their cloisters, 
and had but once left them, that they might publicly raise their 
voice in behalf of the Cyrilliaii council at Ephesus and wgainst 
Nestorius. See above. 

Under these circumstances the disputes could not fail to 
break out anew. Those monks at Constantinople had, as we 
saw already in the case of the Nestorian controversies, great 
influence with the emperor ; they stood closely connected with 

This people’s way of thinking and reasoning are graphically 
described by Theodoret, in the person of Eranistes, particularly in the 
first of the three dialogues bearing this title ; which agrees with the 
declarations of Eutyches at the council of Constantinople. 

f When Eutyches declined to appear personally before the council of 
Constantinople, under the pretence that for many years he had not been 
wont to leave his cloister, he was reminded of what he had done during 
the ISTeStOriaU controversies : El van 

dXtjfifieti BicrnXh, fcuXXev vvv vna vzs dXiihiccs jcoti vHTip 

Sayrou ih'ikhiv? Coiicil. Chalcedonens. Act. I. f. 150. Harduin# 
Concil. T. II. 
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those of like disposition among the Syrian monks; and, by .the 
reports wiiich thesO ‘latter furnished them, their zeal was still 
more inflamed against the revived Nestorianism. Accordingly, 
they complained aloud at the renewed error of those who 
divided the one and only Christ into two Sons of God.^ 

Though Theodoret loved peace, and did all that lay in his 
po "er to preserve a good understanding even with the patri- 
arch Dioscurus,'!' still his zeal for what he knew to be the truth 
did not allow him here to be silent ; for he saw here the effort 
to^ spread abroad doctrines by which the immutability of the 
divine essence was infringed on, the true humanity of Clirist 
denied, and the floors were thrown wide open for Docetism, 
Gnosticism, and Apollinarianism, in the mode of apprehend- 
ing* the doctrine concerning the person of Clirist. Beyond 
question it was a rash habit of imputing consequences which 
led men to imagine that they could find all these heretical ten- 
dencies in the rude and exaggerated expressions of these untu- 
tored zealots of Constantinople ; but there were doubtless 
good reasons to fear that, if such sensuous forms of expression 
should once supplant the more accurate dogmatic terminology, 
those false doctrines and tendencies would easily find in them 
a point of attachment. And it might actually be the case that 
many amoag fhose people were led by their fears to attribute 
too much to the human element in the life of Christ, and, 
from want of mental cultivation, fell into the undeveloped 
form *of doctrine which, before the more accurate determina- 
tions had been occasioned by means of Tertullian and Origeii, 
had prevailed in the church. Theodoret, in the year 447, be- 
lieved himself in duty bound, in a work written on purpose, to 
controvert the whole Eutychian-Egyptian tjqje of doctrine ; 
and, in opposition to it, to unfold and defend the more mild 
Antiochian system, according to which the one only Christ 
consists of two natures ever to be distinguished in respect to 
their individualities, united with each other in a personal unity 
without confusion and without transformation. J Theodoret 

* See, e.y., Theodoret. ep. 82 and ep. 101. 

t See his ep. (>0 to Dioscurus. 

t His work entitled or ^oXvf/,oo^off the Beggar or the Mul- 

tiform; because he accused this new heresy oi' collecting together by 
begging so many scraps from divers old erroneous dorariiics, ttiat a new 
Ohe bad grown up which bordered closely »on several pf the older 
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showed here that he found no difficulty in 'transporting himself 
into the mode of thinking and the point of view of the 
Eutychian,* whom he introduces speaking under the n^me of 
the beggar {IpavLcrrijc), and that he understood how to dis- 
tinguish these views tiiemselves from the chnsequences flowing 
from them when consistently carried out. He purposely cited, 
in this work, against his adversaries, such authorities alone as 
were recognized by tliemselves — passages, for instance, from 
the writings of Cyrill of Alexandria ; and he abstained from 
quoting those church-teachers wlio were suspected by the 
opposite party, however much importance he attached to them 
himself — such, for instance, as Diodorus and Theodore. The 
moderation wliich Theodoret here displayed drew upon him, it 
is true, many reproaches from the zealots of his party ; f ’ but 
by this moderation, however, the entire part}^ of those who 
were zealous for the doctrine of one nature in Christ could in 
nowise be conciliated : they saw in tliis mode of representation, 
on the contrary, nothing but a revived Nestorianisrn. 

Dioscurus accused Theodoret before the patriarch Domnus 
of Antioch, that, as had been reported in Egypt, he had, in 
sermons preached there, taught a doctrine whereby the one 
Lord Jesus Christ was divided into two Sons of God ; and he 
afterwards published a rude letter to Theodoret Aimself, in 
which he accused him of teacJiing false dotrines. Theodoret 

heresies. This work is divided into three dialogues : in the first, hence 
denominated he treats of the immutability of the divine es- 

sence ; in the second, acrv'yp^'uroi, of the distinctness without confusion of 
the two natures ; in the third, of the incapability of suffering 

pertaining to the divine nature. 

’•‘We employ this designation here only for the sake of brevity, and 
to express the thing by a single word, though an honour is thereby 
ascribed to Eutyches to which he is not entitled ; namely, that a new 
and peculiar doctrinal tendency had proceeded fi’om him as its author. 

f See his noble letter to the bishop Irenseus, ep. Ih. He says there 
that the only thing of real importance was to hold fast to those concep- 
tions which are requisite for the unfolding of the truth, and that men 
ought to avoid terms which excite controversy. He expressed it as his 
wish, that the whole controversy on the word ^toroKos had never arisen, 
07t TOVTOV <}rnffa, yiyivviratj uj ovk His conscience 

bore him witness, that he had submitted to this accommodation, not for 
the sake of worldly aggrandisement, not through any desire of the epis- 
copal honour, which had occasioned him so much trouble ; but it was 
his aim neitlmr to say nor to do anything to please this man or that man, 
but to edify tue church of God, and to please its brid ;groom and Lord. 
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replit^d in a letter t^ Dioscurus, written with great moderation 
and forbearance. Me begged of him that he would not listen 
to the* representations of one side only, but that he would ex- 
amine the matter calmly and without prejudice. He endea- 
voured, by clear a^ld accurate explanations, to ward off the 
charges with which he had been assailed. He drew up a full 
confession of faitli, in which he adopted the Egyptian forms 
of expression, qualified by certain precautionary .remarks, as 
closely as he was able, without: doing violence to hh own doc- 
trinal convictions ; and concluded with pronouncing sentence 
of ■ condemnation on those who refused to call Mary the 
BeoTOKOQ, and on those who called Christ a mere man, or 
divided tiie only-begotten into two Sons.* But Dioscurus 
received Theodoret’s overtures of peace in bad temper. He 
allowed monks to come forth publicly, while he was present in 
the church, and pronounce the anathema on Theodoret ; and 
he himself sanctioned tiie act.j* He sent deputies to Constan- 
tinople with instructions to accuse before the emperor the 
whole church of Eastern Asia, as being infected with Nesto- 
rianism. Hence Domnus was under tJie necessity of sending a 
mission to Constantinople for the purpose of defending his 
church. J A^d Tlieodoret wrote, in defence of himself, to in- 
fluential men in church and state at the imperial residence. 
Now it is true that no new iiivestigiition or new decision fol- 
lowed^ these controversies. But still we see how" much could be * 
effected by the influence of Dioscurus ; for an imperial decree 
made its appearance, -directing Theodoret, inasmuch as he 
wa§ constantly assembling synods at Antioch, and ilisturbing 
the faith of the orthodox, to keep quiet v\'ithin the bounds of 
liis own diocese, without stirring beyond its limits or visiting 
any other city. Very justly might Theodoret complain of 
this arbitrary and inequitable proceediiig, by which, without 
being allowed the right which even a criminal enjoys, he was 
condemned unheard. All he asked for was a calm and legal 
investigation of his case ; § yet this was but a prelude to the 
more violent outbreak of these disputes in the vicinity of the 

* Ep. 83. 

f See Theodoret. ep. 86 to Flavian, and ep. 113 to the Homan bishop, 
the Great. He says in the latter, that this took place a year pre- 
vious to the secoiid Ephesian church assenibly, therefore in the year 448. 

J See Theodoret, ^p. 1)2. ^ See ep. 79, etc. 
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(tonvi itself. Events here ensued which were at bottom con- 
nected with what had transpired in Syria — events which, in 
the outset, announced an altogether difiererit issue of the Kes- 
torian controversies, and from wdiich the Syrian bisliops, who 
were not sufficiently acquainted with the state of things at the 
court in Constantinople, were hoping that a favourable turn 
would be given to iheir cause, but which were in fact destined 
to serve the. very end of introducing from a foreign quarter a 
sudden and violent decision of* * * § tiie contest. 

In the first place, an attack coming from another side Wiis 
made on the man w ho had hitherto acted as a principal organ 
of the party of Dioscurus, namely, the abbot Eutyches.f 

In the year 448, the bishops from difierent countries, who 
happened to be present on various matters of business at Con- 
stantinople, met there in an ecclesiastical assembly, under the 
presidency of the patriarch when one of their number pre- 
sented a formal complaint against Eutyches the abbot. The 
person wdio in this case appeared as tiie complainant was the 
bishop Eusebius, of Doryleuiii in Phrygia Salutaris, a man 
who had already, as a layman, in the civil capacity of an impe- 
rial commissioner (ageiis in rebus), manifested his zeal for the 
orthodox faith by intermeddling uncalled for in the Nestorian 
disputes ; and perhaps in this way he may have attained to 
the episcopal dignity. § The patriarch Flavian had thus far 

* For it is doubtless to the coiidemiialion of Eutyches which followed 
at Constiiiitiiioplo, that wliat Thcodoret says in ep. 82 refers: Aurog 4 

xvoiog sar. rov ovqmou koa tu))) rhv truKopxvTiav vipnvavTOiv rljv ffuxo- 

(pxvTiocv kx) to ^ixrcrs^sg ay-r&Jv iyv/xv^as (p^ov^fix. ^ 

f The patriarch Douinus of Antioch is said to have ventured first to 
accuse this person by name before the emperor, as the reviver of the 
Apollinarian heresy, who had been bold enougli to condemn Theodore 
and Diodorus. Perhaps this was done in the letter which he wrote to 
the emperor in vindication of the Oriental church : see above. This 
accusation by Domiius has been preserved to us by Facundus of Her- 
mione, in a Latin translation. Defeiis. trium capital or. 1. VI 11. c. 6. 

% A ervvo^c; tv^n/xodcrx, as it was called. 

§ In the breviculis historiac Eutychianistarum, or the gestis de nomine 
Acacii, belonging to the last years of the fifth century, it is said, for in- 
stance, of this Eusebius ; Zelo fidei, quern etiam cum agens in rebus 
esset, ostendit (ipse enini Nestorium quoque in tempore reppehendit in 
ecclesia rem sacrilegam prmdicantem). Sirmond. opp. II. Paris, f. 760. 
These words, by themselves, would render it probable, that the layruan 
who thus interrupted ISestorius in a sermon was no other than this Euse- 
bius ; and this conjecture is confirmed by the maimer in which Cyrill 
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taken no part in tlie disputes between tlie doctrinal parties ; 
and as he inuvSt have been well aware of the great influence 
possessed by the Eutychian monkish party, as well as of his 
own critical and hazardous situation with a court party op- 
posed to him, which might easily convert Eutyclies into an 
instrument for promoting their designs, he would be very little 
inclined, under these circumstances, to enlist himself in such 
controversies. He sought, therefore, in tlie firsf place, to 
crush them in the bud ; and situglit to induce the bishop Eu- 
sebius to give up his suit. He begged of him that he would 
but make one visit to the abbot Eutyches in his cell, with a 
purpose of coming to some imdiTStanding with him, and 
settling the terms of peace, so that new ilisturbances might 
notarise in the church.'^ Hut as Eusebius could not be })er- 
suaded to withdraw liis complaint, a summons was served upon 
Eutyches. The latter, in a haugiity and imperious manner, 
at first declined personal!}^ to obey the summons. The synod, 
after the third summons, were about to proceed with him 
according to the ecclesiastical law, as one who, by refusing to 
appear, had confessed that he was guilty, when finally he pre- 
sented himself ; not alone, liowever, but accompanicfl by a 
large train of* monks, soldiers, and notables of state, who 
would not part with him till the synod gave their promise 

of Alexandria and Marius Mercator express tliemselves in mentioning 
the abdVe-related incident, naming him as a person who vas still among 
the laity (t/Awv uXv Xainois qui adhiic inter laicos erat) ; for this still 
seems to denote that he did hot continue to remain a laynsnn, which suits 
the case of this Eusebius. Nor is Gnrnier’s conjecture improbable, that 
the same Eusebius was author of the first formal complaint puldicly 
posted up against Nestorius in the church at Constantinople, in which the 
latter was compared to Paul of Samosata; see above. For it is said, 
indeed, in the superscription, that it came from tlie clergij of the Con- 
stantinopolitan church ; but in the complaint itself, one individual only 
speaks, and he addresses the clergy and laity. Moreover, Leontius of 
Byzantium says(l. III. c. Nestorianos et Eutychianos) that +his document 
proceeded from a certain Eusebius, qui tunc florebat in judicandi potes- 
tate, but who afterwards became bishop of Doryhmm. Tlie first remark 
should be corrected, it is true, by the breviculus ; for the ageiis in 
rebus possessed no judicial powers. Now if this conjecture is correct, 
Eusebius, while a minister of state, must have already busied himself 
a good deal with the study of the doctrines of the church, and hence 
would be the more zealous about them when he became a bisliop. 

* *'!*« fitt} Toa VaXiv rupoex^v kou ^opvfoov lyyivarSat ra,7i \^KTrov iKKXrr 

ffmtt. See Harduinlfr. it. Acta Concil. Chalc. Acta I. f. Ill, E. 
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niisteiken ana undefined feeling of reverence kept him from 
this. True, he would have found no difficulty in expressing 
himself precisely as the synod required that he should, although 
he had hitherto nevei* expressed himself thus ; but yet he would 
not consent to condemn the opposite form of expression, which 
in truth a})peared to him the better one. Since, then, he could 
not make up his mind to recognize the two natures in Christ, 
nor to join “in the above-mentioned formula of condemnation, 
the synod gave sentence against him that he should be divested 
of all his spiritual titles, and excommunicated from the church. 

Flavian — who. as we have already said, had from the very 
first engaged, not without solicitude, in this whole affair — 
must have been whll aware of the daegr^r into which he was 
plunging, by proceeding thus against the head of a monkish 
party possessed of so mnch influence at court, and connected 
with the powerful patriarch of Alexandria. Even as the 
leader of that monkish elan which had proved to be so influ- 
ential amidst the Jsestorian controversies, Eutyches was a 
dangerous man.’*^' Ilur, besides this, the case now was, that 
the most powerful men of the court, the eunuch, and chief 
lord of the bedchamber, Chrysaphius, whose influence was then 
unbounded, and ISJomus, the most eminent of , the officers of 
state, maintained a close correspondence with the patriarch 
Dioscurus, and consented* to assist in the promotion of his 
ends; and that Chrysapliius was a personal friend of Eutyches, 
whom he respected as his godfather,| and hostile to the patri- 
arch Flavian, with whom Ins avarice found it more difficult to 
drive a profitable bargain than with a Dioscurus.if Chrysa- 

* See the complaint of an Alexandrian presbyter against Dioscurus, 
in Harduin Concil. T. II. f. 332. Of Nomus it is here said: Tore <r« 
<rtjs Iv vrpcLyf^aTOi. Theodoret also had proofs of 

the unfavourable disposition of the patrician Nomus towards his party, 
as two letters which he sent him were not answered. See ep. 26. 

Eusebius of Doryleum shows, by a remarkable expression of his 
during the proceedings at Constantinople, how much reason he had to 
fear the power of Eutyches. “ I fear his running about,’ says he; “I 
am poor, he has money ; he threatens me with exile, he already depicts 
to me the Oasis.” cuhroZ >r^v iyea whw; 

fio) n'ftUAU avaJ^uy^a(pu fA>ot tv) 9 ^'Oairiy. See acta, CoU- 

cil. Chalc. Harduin. T. 11. f. 162, E. 

f See Liberat. breviar. c. xi. 

X SeeTheophan. Chronograph, ed. Venot. f. 68. Chrysaphius, accord- 
ing to this historian, had invited the emperor to reqrire of the patriarch 
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phius was at the hfjad of a court-party opposed to tlie influ- 
ence of Puleheria, the emperor’s sister ; and the latter was a 
patroi^ess of Flavian. Chrysaphius, having succeeded tlieii in 
forming a league with the empress Eudoeia against Piilcheria, 
and in depriving the latter of her influence’^, and finally remov- 
ing her entirely from the court, was now armed with all 
necessary power to proceed against the patriarch. It might 
well be, therefore, tliat the wliole contest, if not instigated by 
his own secret arts and those of Dioscurus, yet furnished Iiim 
with a welcome occasion for prosecuting a plan which had 
been devised before. 

The way in wfiich Eutyches presented himself before the 
assembly plainly showed that he was conscious pf being able to 
depend on the assistance of a powerful party. Thus it became 
known, even in distant lands, how mucli Flavian had liazarded 
by this mode of proceeding. The advocates of the doctrine of 
the two natures in Syria saw in this case a triumph of tlie truth, 
whicJi they attributed to the zeal and courage of Flavian over- 
coming the fear of human power ; and they sent messages to 
assure him of their synp)athy and joy on the occasion.* 

But Eutyches applied to the emperor with a petition, de- 
manding a new trial. lie endeavoured to show that, in the 
proceedings against him, the prescribed legal forms had been 
violated ; that the sentence of condemnation had been already 
prepared before he was tried ; and that, in the drawing up of 
the protocol, many things had been stated that were untrue. 
The emperor received the petition, and ordered a revision of 
the earlier proceedings. But as Flavian, with all his respect 
for the emperor, yet did not suffer himself to be influenced in 
the least in his judicial proceedings by fear of the imperial 
power, the revision resulted in a confirmation of the sentence 
pronounced upon Eutyches. 

Flavian a present in gold on the occasion of his entering into 

his office. Flavian sent him an episcopal gift, consecrated bread, (thy.oyia 
in another sense,) with which, however, Chrysaphius was not satisfied. 
As it is intimated in Theophanes (1. c.) that Flavian took the part of 
certain Alexandrian clergy, CyrilTs relations, persecuted by Dioscurus, 
in opposition to Chrysaphius, who here acted in subserviency to the 
revengeful spirit of Droscurus, while he sought at the same time to 
gratify his own avarice, (see Harduin. h c.) we may perhaps find in this 
also a reason for the hatred of both these men to Flavian. 

* Theodoret. ep.^^,L 

you IV. I , 


p 
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This was, however, by no means the ehd of the business : 
it was rather but the beginning of greater and more general 
commotions in the Eastern church. Eutyches had already, 
during the proceedings at Constantinople, let fall an ex- 
pression, from which his ulterior designs might have been 
conjectured. He had said he would consent to profess his 
belief in the two natures of Christ, if^ the bishops of Alex- 
andria and of Rome would also approve of it. The sentiments 
of his ally Dioscurus were well known to him ; and he ex- 
pected to be upheld by the Roman bisliop, judging from the 
manner in which the predecessors of that bishop had espoused 
the cause of tlie monkish party in the contest with IQestorius. 
But he did not ^jonsider that the doctrines of Nestorius might 
be opposed from some other point of view than that of the 
Monophysites. Eutyches himself wished to have that ex- 
pression considered as an appeal to a general council to be 
attended by both the other patriarchs. This appeal to another 
council was thenceforward the mark at which he constantly 
aimed. Of this he spoke in his letter to the Roman bishop, 
Leo the Great, complaining that Nestorianism was starting 
up afresh. Of this he treated also in his conferences with the 
emperor ; and the emperor, already reminded from those at 
Alexandria that new and energetic measures were required in 
order to supplant the reviving Nestorianism, was therefore 
easily induced to comply witli Eutyches’ request. Already, 
when the revision of this matter at Constantinople was ordered 
by the emperor, arrangements were at the same time In pro- 
gress for assembling a genera] council, which should pass 
definitive sentence on all the matters in dispute.* 

Flavian, however, was desirous of preventing the convo- 
cation of a new council of this sort. In his view, no such 
assembly was needed, since the doctrine of the church, as 
hitherto expressed, was sufficiently decided against Eutyches. 
This, we must allow, was not necessarily clear to all ; for 
nothing, at least in the public declarations of the church, had 
been expressly determined on the ’points in dispute; as the 

* The remark of a bishop, from which we i^y see that all this was 
only ill tended as a provisory transaction: e; oixovfAtvUr 

ylvUT^cti koi wKpttXa.xTat Ta tuv VfayfMx.Taiv Iv 

ifcuy^ rn ffvvoty xeti fAtrtffraXr.ffav iraXXw. Conc. Chalc. Hard uin. T. II. 

f. 176, D. 
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antagonism between the doctrines of the Antiochian and the 
Alexandrian churcKhad not as yet been resolved by any public 
decisk)ns ; and the articles of agreement entered into witfi Cyrill, 
which might pass for such conciliation, had from the first been 
difl’eren tly construed by the different parties. Bey ond question, 
in the existing state of feeling of which w^e have spoken above, 
and witii the known disposition of Dioscurus, and the mighty 
influence of his party, which was also the party of Eutyches, 
no good could be exjiected from a new general synod. Hence 
Flavian called upon the Roman bishop, Leo the Great, to use 
his authority alsg to prevent tiie assembling of another general 
council, lest all the churches should be thrown into dis- 
turbance. These words show what prospects were anticipated 
from the council in question ; and similar were the expecta- 
tions of all unprejudiced men who were honestly solicitous for 
the welfare of the church. 

But Flavian could not obtain what he desired. The emperor 
could not forgive him for condemning Eutyches, which from 
the first was contrary to his will ; and for this very reason he 
became more closely connected with the opposite party, under 
whose supremacy the general council was to be placed. 

The maniKiir in wliich this new council, the second general 
council of Ephesus, appointed to meet at Ephesus in the year 
449, was first announced by the emperor, and the arrangement 
of its course of proceedings, could but serve to deepen the 
solicitude which had been awakened at the outset ; since it 
was plainly manifest that the emperor had a perfect under- 
standing with Dioscurus, and that the assembly was to be 
used by the latter and his party only as an instrument for the 
accomplishmejjt of a plan which had already been prepared. 
In his ordinance, addressed to this synod, the emperor declared 
that, as the patriarch Flavian had stirred up a dispute con- 
cerning the doctrines of faith wdth the abbot Pmtyches, he, 
the emperor, had taken great pains to suppress the disorders 
which had arisen, and for this reason had often sent to the 
patriarch ; for, in his opinion, the true faith had been suf- 
ficiently established by what had been taught by the fathers 
at Nice and at Ephesus. But as the patriarch was not to be 
moved by his repeated entreaties that lie would abstain from 
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these disputes, therefore the emperor had not deemed it safe 
to let such a controversy be managed wirtiout calling in the 
assistance of all the most eminent bishops from all countries ; 
and* hence this geiicral council had been convoked for the 
])urpose of investigating the whole matter anew, and of ex- 
tirpating every devilish root for the purpose of tlnmsting 
the adherents of the blasphemies <d* the godless Nestorius out 
of the churcli, and of ordering that the orthodox doctrine 
should be maintained witli unshaken constancy. Dioscurus 
was nominated by the emperor president of the council ; ai^l 
his assessors were to be th(‘ bisho})s duvenalis of Jerusalem 
and ’Thalassius of Cmsarea in Cappadocia. The last, how- 
ever, were mentioned in such a way as made it sufficiently 
evident that they were to be used only as the tools of Dios- 
curus ; for it was said of both those bishops that they, and all 
such warm friends of ortliodoxy, would be of the same mind 
with Dioscurus. The judges of Kutyches — for example, the 
patriarch Flavian — should attend the council, not as judges, 
however, nor as voters, but in order to learn the decision of 
the council, which was to investigate the matter anew. 
Already, in the first letters missive, the emperor had ordered 
that Theodoret should b(‘ present only on condition it should 
be deemed good by the whole assend)ly ; but, in case of any 
difference of opinion on this point, he should remain excluded. 
By this it was very clearly amiounced beforehand, that Theo- 
doret was not- to be admitted. Yet too many apprehensions 
were still entertained of the influence of the well-merited 
esteem in which that excellent man stood with many. For 
this reason, in his letter to Dioscurus, the emperor declared 
why he had nominated liim to be president of the assembly, 

Because it might happen that numbers inclined to Nesto- 
rianism would take every pains to bring it about, in some 
way or other, that Theodoret should attend the council. On 
this account Dioscurus only should decide that point ; for 
those who ventured to add or take away anything from the , 
doctrines of faith, as they had been established at Nice, and 
afterwards at Ephesus, ought to have no voice at the synod, 
but, on the contrary, to be subjected to its judicial sentence.’^ 

* llxff'etv txxo^xt p'l^ay, i. c., as is, in fact, immediately after- 

wards explained, the devilish heresy of Nestorius. 
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While rJl the opponents of the Alexandrian system of faith 
were thus plaiuly emiugh excluded from tlie synod as Nesto- 
riaos, ^the other party, on the contrary, were hivoured in 
the most arbitrary manner. The enipcTor directed, “ Because, 
in many districts of the East, the orthodox Archimandrites* 
were, in controversy witii the bishoi)s, wlio were said to be 
infect( d witli tlie Kestoriaii blasphemy, tlierefore., the abbot 
Barsiimas, as their representative, should have a. seat and a 
voice at the eonneil.” The emperor had appointed two civil 
othcers, — imm, as he declared, of approved ortliodoxy, — to 
attend the proceedings as his plenipotentiaries. In the in- 
structions given* to them, they were directed, in case they 
observed any one creating disturbance to the prejudice of the 
holy faith, to place such person in sale custody, and report 
the fact to the eni[)eror ; that is, they were authorized to 
remove every man who was bold enough to ex})ress freely his 
own convictions in opposition to the Alexandrian monophy- 
sitism. 

In correspondence with these arrangements was the actual 
course of this council, justly branded in the history of the 
church with the title rohber-synod {avi ocofj XijarpiK'rj). Dios- 
curus here ruined supiamio, by iiis vote, which was paramount 
to every other ; by tlie iiifluence of the imperial commissioners, 
which gave meaning and force to his threats ; by tlie fanatical 
violence of his Egyptian {larty, and particularly of the great 
body of monks who attended Ikirsumas, whose fierce shouts 
might well give reason to aj)prehend tliat they wei'e capable 
of any outrage ; by a trob]i of brawny hospital waiters (para- 
bolani), and soldiers, who were admitted into the asseinbly for 
the purpose of intimidating refractory members seated* before 
them and finally, through the cowardice or entire want of 
character shown by so many bishops, to Avhoni the truth was 
not the highest of all interests. I*sothuig could be more con- 

* The very party with which, as we have before remarked, Theodoret 
and his friends had so many contests. 

+ The bishop Basil of Seleucia, in Isauria, said to Dioscurus, at the 
council of Chalcedon, in excuse of what he had done contrary to his own 
convictions, at the council of Ephesus : Ima-Tfiirxs hiu'i rsn avay»«v 

‘rfi» (Aiv TSiP Se EvSo^gv, TJflv 01 t’/LTO TV,; trou’ yoc^ 

tig <rmv ix.x,yyi(rlccv fJjiTtx, oirXsjuv xut tlffyiKii/rav ol fJ^ovrtZ^ovrsg 

xex.} ot rra^x^aXccyng xem ^oXv, Coiicik Chalc. act. 

I. f. 213, 1. C. 
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trarjr to tlie spirit of the gospel than the fanaticism which 
actuated the dominant party in this council in favour of certain 
dogmatic formulas of conception, in wliieh men dreamed of 
possessing Christ, who is spirit and life, though in temper and 
action they denied him. Theodoret relates* that, when the 
assembly were about to bring a formal complaint against a 
bishop who was accused of unchastity and various other crimes, 
the president Dioscurus dismissed the wliole matter, remarking : 
‘‘If you have a complaint against his orthodoxy, we shall receive 
it ; but we have not come here to pass judgment ori unchastity.” 
Theodoret takes this occasion to set forth the character of the 
synod. “They were for acting,” lie said, as if Christ had 
merely prescribed a rule of faith, without giving rules of 
practice.” Some examples from the proceedings may serve to 
verify this description. 

The general jilan which Dioscurus pursued at this council 
was the same which he had thus far been prosecuting by his 
subservient instruments — to condemn whatever was opposed to 
the Alexandrian system of doctrine, as a heretical innovation 
over-stepping the determinations of doctrine settled at tire 
councils of Nice and of Ephesus. He opened the proceedings 
by declaring that the council of Nice and the council of 
Ephesus had both established the same creed ; Everything had 
on these occasions been settled in an unalterable manner. 
Accursed be he who would unsettle again, and subject to new 
examination, what had there been determined ! This propo- 
sition was received witli shouts of approbation like the following; 
“ On this depends the salvation of the world ! God save the 
bishop Dioscurus, the great guardian of the faith !” He then , 
cited the passage in 1 Sam. ii. 25, from which the misappre- 
hended distinction had been drawn between sins against God 
and sins against man, and the perverted principle that here- 
sies were sins of far deeper dye than all others. And he added, 
applying tliis principle to the present case : “ If the Holy 
Ghost then dwelt with our fathers, and determined whatever 
was determined, then he who has introduced any alterations 
here has proved himself to be a despiser of the divine grace.” 
This also was received “ as the voice of the Holy Spirit,” as 
the synod expressed it in their shout of applause. The very 
announcement of the jiroposition, that Christ consists of two 
* Ep. 147 ad Joannem Germaniciae. 
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natures, produced Sucif an excitement tliat all the Egyptian 
bishops, and the whole throng of monks that aeoompaiiied 
Barsumas, exclaimed, “ Divide asunder the man himself who 
speaks of two natures. He M’ho speaks of two natures is a 
NeStorius"' When the bishop Eusebius of £)oryleum attempted 
to explain the doctrine of two natures in Christ, many voices 
exclaimed, ‘‘ Burn Eusebius ; let him be burnt alive. As he has 
cut asunder Christ, so let him be cut asunder.”* Such excla- 
mations, with tlie sight of the soldiers and the ferocious monks, 
\\;ere quite sufficient to stupify many who otherwise would not 
liave given their assent to the propositions of Dioscurus. 
Thrown off from Their self possession, and hurried along against 
their will, they repeated by rote v/hatever was prescribed to 

them.t 

True, the bishops who attended this Ephesian synod had 
strong inducements afterwards, at the council of Chalcedon, 
to exaggerate the scenes of violence which there occurred, in 
palliation of their own conduct on that occasion ; and, besides, 
many contradictions may be detected in their remarks ; but 
still it is clear that force was resorted to in various ways to 
compel men to subscribe the decisions of the council ; that the 
bishops were kept confined for a whole day in the church ; tliajt 
they were menaced by soldiers and monks till they had sub- 
scribed ; and that hlaiik papers were laid before them for their 
signature, which could afterwards be filled up with whatever 
the leaders chose. J 

After Dioscurus had thus carried through the principle that 
the Nicene-Ephesian creed was alone valid, the canon estab- 
lished at the first council of Ephesus w^as now confirmed anew, 
that whoever taught or endeavoured to introduce anything 
different from these articles, should, if a bishop or ecclesiastic, 
be deposed from liis spiritual office ; and, if a layman, excom- 
municated from the church. This law was next applied in a 
wholly arbitrary manner, and without any trial of the cases, to 
the bishops Flavian and Eusebius. Inasmuch as these bishops 

* Concil. Chalc. act. I. f. 162, E. 

t A bishop, Basil of Seleucia, says hiuiself afterwards, at the coimcil 
of Chalcedon, in his own excuse; ToirovTOi iyiviTo uffTi cfayTtiV 

hfJtMv Ttva.^6viv(ti ‘rhv .... ilxov. F, 102. 

P. 94. Tiieodoret also says, soon after these events : TJy (rt/vtXnXum 
^oTofV Hi ^Xiiffroi jliiCto-Hyrtf avvihvro. Ep. 142. 
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had deviated on almost every point ftbm •his creed, and thus 
excited disturbances and scandal in all countries, they had of 
themselves incurred those establislied and unalterable penalties, 
and should be deposed from their spiritual office.* Many who 
were ini])elled by their fears to acquiesce in these judgments, 
quieted their consciences with the reflection that at least no new 
doctrines had been pr oposed, to which the}" were forced to give 
their assent ; for tlic only j)oint in <piestii)n was whether they 
should hold fast the form of doctrine set forth in the Nicene 
and Ephesian councils. But they would not distinctly look p,t 
the fact that Flavian and Eusebius were at any rate deposed 
solely on grounds of doctrine.j* Accordifigly, those very 
bishops who had taken jjart in the council of Constantinople 
under Flavian gave their assent to these decrees. Even the 
patriarch Doinnus, of Antioch, who, on account of the position 
which he held in the church, stood at the head of the Orientals, 
was persuaded to yield with the rest, heedless of the warnings 
which the excellent Theodoret, wdth a wise foresight of the 
future, gave him when the council was about to be opened,^ 
But this compliance could not avail him. Dioscurus could n6t 
for this forgive him his opposition to the Cyrillian anathemas ; 
and, being compelled by sickness to withdraw from the coun- 
cil, sentence of deposition was pronoujiced afterwards also 


When that canon was brought forward by Dioscurus, several bishops 
remarked at once, that tlie deposition of Flavian was the real object at 
bottom. And when, soon after, Dioscurus actually proposed this depo- 
sition, many of the bishops arose, and clasping his knees, begged him to 
desist from that judgment. One of the bishops alleged the very charac- 
' teristic reason, that he too had presb} ters, and sliould therefore be 
cautious how he let a bishop be deposed for the sake of a presbyter. But 
Dioscurus remained firm ; he would rather let his tongue be cut out, he 
said, than pass any other sentence, and he threatened to call upon the 
imperial commissioners. Dioscurus asserted, it is true, that this whole 
account of the matter, given by some bishops at the council of Chal- 
cedoii, was false, and appealed to witnesses. Bat he may have easily 
forgotten himself what he had said in the heat of passion ; and as a 
matter of course, such things were not entered on the minutes of the 
scribes. A great deal in those remarks bears at least an impress too dis- 
tinctly characteristic to be liable to the suspicion of having been invented. 
Concii. Chalc. act. I. f. 215. 

f Mnhfii/av -rspi ro xa.mrofA.ia.'t, Ep. 147. 

I See Theodoret, ep. 112. Theodoret here very justly reminds the 
patriarch, that no good had come of all the previous councils. 
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upon him.* * * § The same sentence was pas^^ed upon llieodgret, 
and several othens who were among the most worthy bishops 
of the East. 

By ^11 imperial edict, Theodoret was also removed from his 
diocese, and obliged to retire to the chuster where he had 
received his early education, llis enemies endc'avonred so to 
contrive it tliat he should be deprived even of the necessaries 
of life ; and many were so awed by the power of the dominant 
party that they dared not interfere in his belialf.l d'here were, 
however, ii few pious bishops who vied witii each other in testi- 
fying their aihjction for a man who was tims suffering for the 
truth. Tlieodorel;, who was accustomed to moderate his bodily 
wants, and needed but very little to satisfy tliem, ( 1 ecline(i 
most of the gifts which w ere offered Inin, writing to his friends 
— “ that the God who gave the \ery ravens their abundance of 
food, had provided him tlius far witli all that was needful for 
his support, Wdien we eomj)are the spirit of ambition and 
violence on the one hand, and of servile compliance and cow- 
ardice on the other, exhibited by so many bisliops of the East, 
with the fiminess rising above all fear of man, tlie traiupiil 
composure amid all the storms of the times, and the confidence 
of faith in contending for the iruth, which shin(j forth in tliis 
example of TlTeodoret, the striking contrast leaves upon us but 
a still more agreeable impression of his character. § ^ 

* See Liberatus, cap. 12. Dioscurus brought in evidence against -hiia 
a letter in which he had declared against the aiiathenius, thougli certainly 
in very moderate terms (eo quod esi^eut ohsciira). 

■p He W'rites himself, ep. 134; E/ cravrEj tixvtviv i^rtX&ia'a.v tvv 

Ot/^ev ll‘7F£Xii<:ri<T0} >J ^MVTOC; yXv i'-Tf' imicz; dveX.Xcoi'ytVKl, T£XiVT'/iTeX.vri; Oi 

Ujfj TitlpM •xcx.pctho$r,vs.tj clXXbc xvvcuv na-t ^r,Puv y'iviffSott Gdpav. 

f Ep. 123. ■ ^ 

§ A fe’W characteristic facts selected from his letters may here serve as 
illustrations. When he first received the tidings of' his deposition, he 
w rote; (ep. 21 :} “ All the sufferings we meet for the sake of the divine 
doctrines are very welcome to ns. It cannot be otherwise, if we ti-iily 
believe in the promises of our Lord, that the sufferings of this present 
time are not worthy to be compared with the glory which shall b(‘ 
revealed in us. lionn viii. IS. But why do I mention the enjoyment of 
future blessings ? ¥ov even though no reward were bestowed on the 
combatants, yet the truth, itself alone, were enough to move its friends to 
encounter with all joy every danger in its behalf?^ He then proceeds to 
unfold in a beautiful manner, from the epistles of Paul, from the passage in 
Rom. viii. 35— .38. how the apostle asked for no recompense, but the lo^ 
of the Saviour w^as to him more than all recompense the doctridlf 
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Xiius, tlien, the party of Dioscurus, by availing itself of the 
power of the court, had . succeeded in crushing the Oriental 
church. Some changed their faith with the change of circum- 
stances, and bowed the knee to the dominant party.* Others, 
although they remained faithful to the truth themselves, yet 
dared not lift up their voice in its defence. The men of free 
and fearless spirit were separated from their churches and 
banished. Jn this lamentable state of things, but one refuge 
was left to the oppressed church of the East, namely, to appeal 
for redress to the western church, which had remained free 
from the irjfluence of the political power, and had not been 
affected^ by any of these contests ; and especitflly to the bishop 
of the ancient capital of the world, through whose all-povyerful 
influence at the court of the Roman emperor, they might hope 
to receive assistance also from the latter quarter. 

This important station in the church was then occupied by 
Leo the Great, a person of great energy and firmness of cha- 
racter. Leo had from the first been drawn into «oine partici- 
pation in these controversies. Eutyches, in the first place, 
and then Flavian, had had recourse to him. As soon as he 
obtained exact information respecting the subject of the dis- 
pute with Eutyches, he acquiesced in the sentence of condem- 
nation passed on his doctrine, and simply expressed a wish 
tliat gentle methods might be employed to induce Eutyches to 
recant, and, if he could not be persuaded, that he might be 
forgiven. He afterwards wrote Flavian a letter constituting 
an epoch in the history of the doctrines of faith, in which he 
endeavoured to prescribe the law for the decision of those 

pre-eminently shining through the writings of the Antiochian church- 
teachers, of disinterested love : Those who counselled him to be silent, 
and yield to the times, — a so-called cIxovo/aIu , — he repelled, opposing, 
to them the precepts of holy writ, which require the bold annunciation of 
the truth ; and he reminds them of that truth worthy of all acceptation, 
that none of thte other cardinal virtues can avail anything without for- 
titude, ep. y22. In predicting the judgment of God which awaited the 
anthers of injustice, he only expressed the wish, that they might season- 
ably desist from their wrong-doing, “ that we may not be compelled to 
sorrow over them when we see them suffering punishment/* Ep. 124i 
“ What can be more feeble than they are who lack the truth?’* be writes, 
ep. 129. 

* Of such Theodoret says, ep. 147 : ^em eur&tf vdf 

olMim lvetK>.ciT<TWffi rd vi 

di tvTOt yvufjbviv staag roi/f 



Flavian’s appeal. 


219 


disputes, and unfolded in detail the doctrine of the unity of 
Christ, as one person in two natures, both retaining unaltered 
their respective attributes, but acting in union with each other ; 
and to this letter he constantly refers in all his succeeding com- 
munications. The emperor Theodosius having invited him to 
take a part in the Ephesian council, he sent, as his deputies, 
the bishop Julius of Puteoli, the presbyter Renatus, the deacon 
Hilarus, and the notary Dulcitius. These deputies witnessed 
the scenes of violence which were exhibited at that* synod ; but 
tjiey played there a very insignificant part, having attempted 
in vain to get permission even to do so much as to read 
publicly before t^ie synod the letter of Leo. Without directly 
giving them a refusal, the all-controlling Dioscurus still con- 
trived always to find some plausible reason for delay.* When 
the patriarch Flavian protested against the unrighteous judg- 
ment passed by the Ephesian council, the Roman d||con had 
courage enough to join in this protest ; j* and Flavian handed 

* Dioscurus at first had even proposed that the letter should he read 
before the synod, though perhaps he was not in earnest about it. But 
upon this, the first secretary of the Alexandrian church (Primicerius 
notariorum), the presbyter John, whose duty it was to present the official 
records, said th^ he held in his hands the imperial sacra addressed to 
the council. Respect to the emperor now required that this document 
should be read first, and the letter of Leo was then forgotten. See 
Concil. Chalc. act. I. f. 90. When it was proposed afterwards, that the 
acts of the cuvohf U'hyif^coua-a, by which Eutyches was condemned, should 
be read, and the Roman deputies were asked whether they also* were 
satisfied with this course, they declared they would agree to it on con- ^ 
dition that Leo’s letter to Flavian should first be read. But now Euty- 
ches declared the Roman deputies were suspected by him, for on their 
arrival they had alighted at the house of the patriarch Flavian, they had 
breakfasted with him, had frequently been in conference with him, and 
Flavian had shown them all possible honour. He must, therefore, require, 
that, if they proposed doing him any wrong, this should not be used to 
his disadvantage. The bishop Dioscurus then declared, it was certainly 
no more than right that those acts should first be read, and then the read- 
ing of the letter might follow afterwards. But when this was done, no 
one remembered that Leo’s letter was next to be read. Act. Chalc. I. f. 
110. For a third time the Roman deacon, Hilarus, took the opportunity, 
when Dioscurus brought forward his proposition respecting the unalter- 
able validity of the Nicene- Ephesian articles of faith, to affirm that these 
doctrines agreed with the faith of the fathers, as also with that letter of 
Leo ; and added, that if they would allow that letter to be read, they 
would perceive that it contained nothii^ but the truth. But again this 
invitation was neglected. L. o, f. 255, f L. c. f, 258. 
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ove|‘ to him au appeal to a larg-er council which should be held 
in Italy, llilariis succeeded in escaping* tVoni the iiigh-handed 
violence of Dioscuriis ; and, by clioosing the less frequented 
routes, arrived at Rome, where he drew up a faithful descrip- 
tion to his bishop of the proceedings of the Ephesian council, 
and presented to him the a})peal.* The bishop Theodoret 
also, in a remarkable letter,! resorted to an ap])eai of the same 
kind. 

Many and various were the motives which now conspired to 
determine Leo as to the. course he should pursue, and a.s to t}i.e 
way in which lie sliould embark in tliese affairs. Oil the one 
hand, the zeal for pure doctrine, sympathy for oppressed inno- 
cence, indignation at the imspiritual smjdc? of proceeding at 
Ephesus, — on the other hand, the idea which alreafly com- 
pletely absorix'd his mind, that a certain siiperintemieiice and 
jurisdictllhi over the wliole church belonged to iiim as the suc- 
cessor of Peter, — all these considerations combined to give a 
certain direction to his mode of conduct. No sooner had he 
received these accounts from Ids deacon, than, in his letter 
addressed to the East, he expressed in the most emphatic tone 
his dissatisfaction at the arbitrary behaviour of the E])iiesian 
council,! and urged tlie necessity of assembiing a new council 
in Italy. Througii the infhieuce of Leo, a letter written in 
the same spirit was addressed from the court of the Western 
emperor to Constaiitinoj»Ie, By all these means, nothing, 
howijver, could for the [)resent be elieeted. So false a repre- 
sentation of all that had happened had be-eii given to the em- 
peror Idieodosius, who, at the same time, depended entirely 
upon it ; so completely concealed from him was the true con- 
dition of tlie Eastern church, that he wrote to the emperor 
Valenti^ifian III. everything hatl been transacted at Ephesus 
with perfect freedom, and in strict conformity to truth ; none 
but the unworthy bisliops had been deposed ; Flavian liad met 
with the punishment he deserved ; and, since his deposition, 
perfect peace and unanimity prevailed in the churches, where 
nothing else was now supreme but the pure truth. 

* L. c. f. 34. 

t See above, voL ITT. p. 245, in the history of the church constitution. 

X With him originated the name by which this council was stigmatized 
in the history of the church. lOphesinnm non judicium ; sed latrocinium, 
ep. 95, ed, Ballerin, according to other editions, ep. 75* 
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Meanwhile, howc^'er, the choice of Anatolius as the new 
patriarcli of Constaii4:inop]e, in place of the deposed Flavian, 
rendered it necessary to enter into new negociations with the 
*11 Oman bishop ; for it was wished that he should be recognized 
also in the Western church, which could not be done without 
the concurrence of the Eoniari bishop. But Leo would not 
otherwise conserd to recognize Anatolius, except on con(]ili(>n 
he gave unambiguous proofs of Ijis orthodoxy; con(]emiied the 
doctrines of Eutyches as well as of Nestorius, and consented 
tQ subscribe, with several other d(»cumeuts, the letter of Leo 
to Flavian.”' To settle the details of the business with the 
patriarch, he nutreover sent to Constantinople a delegation 
consisting of two bishops. One of whom was Abundius, 
bishop of Como, and two presbyters. 

In the meantime, important changes bad occurred at Con- 
stantinople in tlie state of public ahairs, altogether favourable 
to Leo’s designs. Lioscurus had in truth been iiidebtcd, in a 
great measure, for his triumph, to the power of Chrysaphius 
and of the empress PFidocia; but now Chrj^saphius Iiad fallen 
into disgrace, and was banished. The emperor liad separated 
from his wife Eudocia, and the latter retired *to the district of 
Jerusalem. Pulcherki, the patroness of Flavian, was recalled 
to court, and once more obtained unbounded infiuerice.f These 
changes alone enabled Leo no\v to accomplish vastly more at 
Constantinople. Already had Pulclieria caused Flavian’s body 
to be brought to Constantinople, and buried with all the 
•honours due to a patriarch. In addition to this, an event now 
occurred which gave the decisive blow. Tlieodosius died in 
the year 450, when Pulcheria united herself in marriage with 
Marcian, and procured for him the imperial dignity. The 
prevailing religion at court now took an altogetlier different 
turn. The bishops who had been deposed and exiled on ac- 
count of their faith w^ere recalled, and directed to resume 
their dioceses. As the prevailing doctrinal inclination of the 
court was wont to have great influence on the conduct of very 
many bishops, so it happened too in the present case. IVIany, 
who under the former reign had taken the side of Dioscurus, 

See Leo’s letter to the emperor Theodosius, to Pulcheria, and to the 
abbots of Constantinople, ep. G9-71, and the life of the bishop Abundius 
( f Como, in the actis Sanctorum, II. April. 

See TheoJhai\es chronograph. 
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under the influence of force or of fear, or Vho were already in 
the habit of making their doctrinal opiYiions subservient to 
circumstances, now signified their repentance. The patriarch 
Anatolius transacted all matters relating to the healing of the* 
schism of the churches, in a common understanding witii the 
Roman bishop Leo ; and, to facilitate this, tfje latter sent a 
new deputation to Constantinople. He declared it to be his 
own mind, that the bisliops who had erred simply through 
weakness or fear, should be granted forgiveness, if they signi> 
fled their repentance, and, as he had already required of Ana- 
tolius, should present satisfactory testimonies of their ortho- 
doxy. An exception only should be made of the case of those 
bishops who had taken the lead in th(‘ second Ephesian coun- 
cil, Dioscurus and Juvenalis of Jerusalem. The definitive 
sentence with regard to tjiese last should remain reserved to 
the Roman bishop until after a more exact investigation. 

At the same time, however, the objects and interests of the 
Roman bisiiop and of the imperial court could not be brought 
perfectly to agree with each other, Leo proceeded on the sup- 
position that a new investigation of the doctrines of faith was 
wholly unnecessary, since everything had been sufficiently de- 
cided already by what had been determined during the pre- 
vious disputes, and especially by his own letter to Flavian ; 
and that the only proper subject for deliberation and counsel 
was, how to proceed with those who had lately espoused the 
party of the second Epliesiari synod. Should it be thought 
advisable on this account to assemble a general council, thi^ 
ought to be appointed to meet in some Italian city ; Flavian 
having in fact appealed to a council to be convened in Italy.* 
But tiie emperor had in view at the same time with the doc- 
trinal interest, also a political one : he did not wish to sup- 
press by force a schism which was so deeply rooted and so 
widely spread, and the suppression of which might be attended 
with such disastrous consequences both to church and state ; 
but he wished to devise means for a peaceable settlement. It 
was his desire, therefore, to avoid offending either of the two 
contending parties, and especially did he need to be indulgent 

♦ "E. g. ep- 82 ad Marcian. Non cujusmodi sit fides teiienda tractan- 
dura estj sed quorum precibus et qualiter annuendum. Ep. 9+ ad 
eundeni. Quanivissynoduui fieri intra Italiam proposcissyem, — which he 
often repeated lu his letter^ to Constaatinoplo. * 
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towards a sect so ponverful in one part of the empire, and so 
dangerous on account of their wild fanaticism, as was the 
monophysite or Egyptian party. Hence the object to be ac- 
complished could not appear so easy to the emperor as it did 
to the Roman bishop, neither could he agree with tlie latter in 
respect to the choice of means. He wished and hoped — a 
hope which no one but a layman ignorant of the common 
course of theological controversies could entertain, — to bring 
about, by means of negociations at a general council, a con- 
cordat, which might serve as the ba>is of a reconciliation 
between the two parties. But this object was one which he 
could hope to a<?complish only by means of a council, whose 
place of assembling should be so near that an influence might 
be brought to bear upon its proceedings from Constantinople ; 
and that, if necessary, the emperor might attend it himself. 
Pie therefore sent out his letters missive for such a council 
to meet at [Nice, in Bithynia, in the year 451. This par- 
ticular ,fown was doubtless selected for the express purpose 
of giving greater authority to the council by the remembrance 
of the first council of [Nice, whose creed it was once more to 
assert in opposition to strange doctrines of erroneous tendency. 
Moreover, the bishop of Rome was invited to take a share in 
the deliberations of this council. 

During these transactions Leo proceeded according to the 
same consistent principles and in the same spirit as he had ever 
maintained. The position which he assumed for himself was 
that of a certain primacy, a certain supreme jurisdiction, 
which it belonged to him to assert over the whole church. 
He alleged as the reason why he could not himself appear at 
that council, not only the then political situation of the 
Western empire, but also the ancient usage, which did not 
permit a Roman bishop to be personally present at a foreign 
general council,* as if this was beneath the dignity of a bishop 
of Rome ; and yet he deemed himself warranted to exercise 
the presidency there through his delegates, three bishops and 
two presbyters, whom he sent to Chalcedon ;t and in lact they 

* See ep. 93 .to the synod at Nice : Nec ulla poterat consuetudo per- 
mittere. So, too, the deputies of Leo, in the beginning of the third act 
of the council, ourt <rd 

t Ep- 93 to the synod at Nice: In his fratribus, qui ab apostolica 
directi sunt, me synodo vestra fraternitas acstimet pre^sidere. 
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oftQTi conducted the council in stich a nmnnfer, as that they 
seemed to arrogate to themselves in the name of the Komaii 
bishop a certain supreme judicial authority:*’ although at the 
same time the patriarch Anatolius of Constantinople con- 
sidered himself !he president of the synod. I 

The church assembly was now about to be opened at Nice, 
where 630 bishops had already convened; but the disturb- 
ances excited there by fimatical ecclesiastics, monks, and lay- 
men, probably belonging to the party of Dioscurus, and who 
threatened to repeat over the scenes of the second Ephesian 
council, doubtless convinced the emperor that it would be 
necessary to bring the place for the assembling of the council 
nearer to the im})erial residence, and mure under the influence 
of the government. The Koman delegates also informed the 
emperor, that they dared not attend the council unless he him- 
self would be present. In order, therefore, to the better guid- 
ance of the council, the emperor transferred it fiom Nice to 
Chalcedon.J Thus, by its vicinity to the seat of government, 
the object could now be secured which was originally had in 
view, that the first officers of state and the imperial senate 
might be ])resei]t at the meetings ; and tliat, whenever aught 
occurred of doubtful character, the emperor might be imme- 
diately informed of it, and interpose his veto. 

The imperial court had set itself a problem, the solution of 
w'hich was attended with tlie utmost difficulty — to reconcile 
and unite together two parties irritated and inflamed with 
fanatical hatred towards each other. Tliis was apparent at 
the very outset, in the manner in which Theodoret was 
received by the two parlies, when he appeared in the midst of 

So, e.g., the Roman delegate, in the third act, said the apostolic see 
had granted pardon to the penitent bishops of the second Ephesian 
council, I c. 346. When Dioscnrus -was about to take his seat in the 
synod, the Roman delegates declared they had been instructed by the 
bishop of the city of Rome, whicli is the head of all the churches, 
‘7ra,ffa}v <ruv \x, icXyiit'imv ^ not to Suffer tl|is ; for he had 
presumed to hold a synod vt'ithout the assistance of the apostolic seat, a 
thing which never had been done, and which ought not to be done. 
They declared that they were resolved to take their leave if this was 
permitted. Concil. Ch<^ic. act. 1, f. 68. 

f Leo and Anatolius are named together as 
Act. IT. f 436. 

X See the letter of Marcian to the synod at Nice, f. 48 and 49, 1, c., 
and Liberatus, c. 13. 
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the council as the accuser of his former judges, and to obtain 
a solemn act of justiticafcion. While he was welcomed by the 
Orientals with expressions of enthusiastic sympathy, the 
bishops of the Egyptian party degraded their spiritual oha- 
racter by repeated outcries of blind and frantic fanaticism: — 
“ Cast fortii the Jew, the enemy of God, the blasphemer of 
Christ !” — and to remind the empress, that she who had 
wrought the overthrow of Nestorianism ought not. to tolerate 
this Nestorian, they added, Long live tlie empress ! Long 
ILve the orthodox emperor !” so that the very laymen of rank, 
who attended the synod in the name of the emperor, were con- 
strained to say th*at sucli vulgar outcries ill beseemed bishops, 
and could be of no advantage to any party. But the bishops 
justified themselves on tlie ground “ that they were lifting up 
their voice in defence of piety and tlie orthodox faith.’’* 

True, the influence of the altered tone of the court soon 
manifested itself in the case of those bishops who had attached 
themselves to Dioscurus at the Ephesian council, even such of 
them as had stood with him at the head of the synod. Already, 
during the first proceedings, the majority went over from the 
right side, where the Egyptian party sat, to the left, where the 
Orientals were seated under the presidency of the Roman 
delegates.^ Often, especially when the question related to the 
deposing of all those bishops wlio had stood foremost in the 
second Ephesian council, the council resounded with the cry, 
“We have all sinned, we all ask forgiveness.” Many with 
very ill grace excused the part they had taken at that former 
council, by pleading the command of imperial authority, and 
the constraint to which they were put ; whereupon the lay 
dignitaries must reply, that in matters of faith such an excuse 
could not pass ; J and Dioscurus was doubtless right in saying, 
that such an excuse implied in its very terms an accusation.§ 

^ a/ iy<re/3fi/av xpd^ofiiv. act. I. I. c. f. 74. 

f Concil. Chalc. act. 1. f. 130. + Concil. Chalo. act. I. f. 106. 

^ The bishop Besil of Seleucia in Isauria excused his signature to the 
Judgment pronounced on the patriarch Flavian, on the plea that deference 
to a tribunal composed of a hundred and twenty or thirty bishops com- 
pelled him to obey their decrees. When, upon this, Dioscurus remarked 
that he had passed judgment on himself of having trampled on right 
through the fear of man, he gave this singular reply ; If he had stood be- 
fore secular magistrates he would have been ready to die as a martyr ; 
but he had no power to contend with his fathers. L. c. f. 102. 

VOX*. IV. Q * 
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B,ut although the tone of the court exercised so great an 
influence on the conduct of the bishops^ and although both 
parties joined in annihilating the Ephesian transactions ; yet 
the. breach between them still continued, and tlie imperial 
ministers, who were’ to see to it that the emperor’s designs at 
the couBcil were carried into effect, found it by no means so 
easy to unite tliem together by means of a common symbol of 
faith, and thereby to put an end to the ili visions in the Ori- 
ental church, the fresli outbreaks of which v ere an object of 
continual dread. 'Fhe very proposal to draw up a new symbol 
of this kind met from many with determinetl resistance, be- 
cause doubtless tliey saw through the motived of policy, which 
would not harmonize with their dogmatic zeal, and hence 
wanted confidence in tlie whole thing. Meantime the patri- 
arch Anatolius, while the otlier business of the council went 
on, proceeded to discuss with a select number of bishops the 
matters of faitli. With those who had many objectious to 
make against the articles in the letter of Leo", which was to 
obtain the authority of a creed, he entered into an examina- 
tion of their scruples, and endeavoured to remove them, in 
which, too, he seems to have been successful. But when the 
symbol which resulted from tljose secret deliberations came to 
be laid before the assembly, new difficulties and objections 
could not fail to arise. For although a reconciliation was 
thereby to be brought about between the two parties, yet it 
was unavoidable that theni should be a decided preponderance 
one way or the other, either in favour of the Egyptian, or else 
in favour of the Koinano-Orieiital form of doctrine ; and, ac- 
cordingly, either one or the other of the parties must be 
offended. Tlie symbol of faith first proposed^ seems to have 
been drawn up particularly with a view to accommodate the 
prevailing interest of the Egyptian party. It contained the 
article, that Christ consists of two natures, which doubtless 
accorded with the Egyjitian creed ; for that affirmed that the 
natures should he distiiiguislied from each other in conception, 
though not in their actual being. J But some of the Oriental 

♦ See Concil. Chalc. act. II. f. 286 . 

f There were doubtless good reasons for not incorporating this with 
the other acts of the council ; and hence we can only gather its contents 
from the way in which it was received. 

I That this was the main point may be collected from the negociations 
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bisAops were dissatit^eil with that tiymbol, which was recei.veci 
by the other party with loud demonstrations of applause. The 
Komai^ delegates declared that, if the council could not agree 
with the letter of Leo, they wished liberty to return home ; 
and a council should be held at Rome. This threat, which 
caused a s^^hism to be feared between the Oriental and the 
Occidental church, was sufficient to frighten the imperial 
court ; and it was the more earnestly desired to gratify Leo, 
inasmuch as it was hoped that, by showing respect to his doc- 
trinal decisions, he niiglit be induced to recognize the rank 
conceded to the jgatriarch of (Constantinople. (See voi. III. 
p. 242.) It was for this reason so much pains had already 
been taken to give the validity of a creed to the letter of Leo 
addressed to Flavian, with which a part of tlie bishops could 
not be satisfied.^' The civil dignitaries therefore proposed the 
appointment of a new committee to examine the symbol of 
faith, to which delegates should be chosen from the different 
parties, particularly six Orientals ; and these should hold their 
meetings and deliberations under tlie presidency of the Roman 
delegates, as well as of the patriarch Anatolius. But the pro- 
posal to change the symbol of faith was received by many of 
the bishops with loud tokens of disapprobation. The imperial 
commissioners deemed it necessary to draw up a report of the 
doubtful temper of tlie bisliops to the emperor, and wait for 
his commands. The emperor's decision appeared ; and it was 

of the patriarch Anatolius with the -bisliops whom he sought to persuade 
to agree in an alteration of the creed. On the same principles which had 
moved them to consent to the deposition of Dioscurus, said he to them, 
they must also consent to reject the creed j for Dioscurus had deposed 
Flavian for no other reason than because he maintained the doctrine of 
the two natures ; but the creed contained the ai tide that Christ consists 
of (not subsists in) two natures. He Mould doubtless say, the creed con- 
tained the^doctrine of Dioscurus, who had been condemned, not of Fla- 
vian, whdi nad been justified, by the council. But the bishops who were 
in favour of tlie symbol maintained, on the other hand, that Dioscurus 
had not been deposed for doctrinal reasons. See act. V. f. 449- 

* Leo was asked, in a letter addressed to him by the synod, to mani- 
fest, by that concession, his thanks to the emperor for having given the 
force ^ law to the doctrinal decision of the Koman bishop, and to the 
j^triarch, for having united with him in establishing the pure doctrine. 
8ee Mansi concil. T. VII. f, 154. So, too, for the like purpose^ the patri- 
arch Anatolius himself hinted at his own services in this respect to the 
bishop I^eo, in a letter addressed to the latter, which was first pub'i-^hed 
among the works of Leo, by the brothers Ballerini. Mansi VII, f. 171, 
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ordered that either the proposal for the domination of a com- 
mittee should be adopted, and that by "these such a symbol 
should be drawn up as all could be satisfied with, and, against 
which no scruples gould be raised ; or else all should, by their 
metropolitans, propose their own faith, and in this way all dis- 
cord be removed ; or, if they could not be satisfied with this, 
no other course remained than to take measures, since the 
unity of faith could not be settled here, for holding a general 
council in the West. This last was a threat well calculated 
to have an effect on the bishops. They must have a creed 
dictated to them by the Roman bishop and a Roman council. 
. But the threat produced at first nothing but exasperation. 
Such expressions were heard as the following : those who w ere 
not satisfied with the ancient symbol were Nestorians j tiiese 
might go ; they might take up their journey to Rome. The 
commissioners then declared, though doubtless not till after 
many other things had transpired wdiich have not been re- 
ported to us, Dioscurus had avowed it as his doctrine that 
Christ consists of two natures, but c^ld not allow that two 
natures subsisted in Christ. Leo teaches that two natures are 
united without confusion, without change, and without sepa- 
ration, in one and the same Christ. With whigh of these two 
do you agree ? The bishops — who could hardly all of them 
be the same as had opposed every change in the ancient creed 
•—now exclaimed, We all have tlie same faith with Leo; 
whoever contradicts this faith is a Eutychian.” Upon this the 
commissioners suggested, that nothing more w^as needed than 
to receive into the creed that article from the letter of Leo. 
After this proposal had been generally received, they held 
with the select committee a secret meeting, in which the new 
symbol of faith was drawn up accordingly. In this it was de- 
fined that the one Christ, Son, Lord, only -begotten, should be 
recognized in two natures,* so that all confusion, chabge, and 

♦ Not only the report of the monk Euthymius (see his account of the 
life of Cyrill in Analectis Grsecis, Paris, 1688 ) and of Evagrius prove 
that the reading of the Latin copies of the symbol is the correct one, 
aiCid the reading of the Greek U %vo (pvAatv is false ; but also the whole 
course of proceedings in the council proves this. Manifestly the »rlier 
symbol, more favourable to the Egyptian system of doctrine, contained 
the i» and the favouring of the other party consisted mainly 

in converting the U into tv. Moreover, the Ik qiuAm does not suit 
the connection: the verb points rather to the original h. 
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division of the two* natures is excluded."^ No one should be 
allowed to profess any other creed than this ; to teach or to 
think otherwise. 

While all the rest who had been active in the second 
Ephesian council testified their repentance, and requested to 
be forgiven, the patriarch Dioscurus, on the other band, ' 
persisted in his opposition. He refused to recognize the 
judicial authority of the council ; and, after having been 
thrice summoned in the customary form, still remained firm in 
hjs refusal. Meanwhile, in addition to what was objected to 
his behaviour at the second Ephesian council, many grave 
charges, affecting his moral character and his administration 
of the episcopal office, were brought against him by Alexan- 
drian ecclesiastics. Instead of being humbled, he had the 
boldness himself to excommunicate the Eoman bishop. He 
was accordingly deprived of all his spiritual titles and dignities. 

But although the person of Dioscurus was sacrificed, even by 
those who had previously consented to serve as his instruments, 
yet the fanatical hatred of his party towards the Orientals was still 
manifested in various ways, and particularly by the outrageous 
manner in which the venerable bishop, Theodoret, was received 
by the council. When, in compliance with a petition of his 
own, the case of Theodoret in the eighth session of the council 
was to be taken up, and he accordingly appeared among the 
assembled ecclesiastics, and referred to the petition about to 
be read as a testimony of his faith, he was constantly inter- 
rupted by the cry : They would allow nothing to be read ; all 
he had to do was to condemn Nestorius. Speak out clearly. 
Anathema to Nestorius and his doctrines ; anathema to Nes- 
torius and his friends It is easy to see that Theodoret was 
not prepared to condemn Nestorius at once and witliout any 
farther qualification ; but that yet he was ready to make any 
sacrifice for the sake of peace, whicii he could do consistently 
with his convictions and with the demands of conscience. He 
had no hesitation in condemning, what men had become wont 
to designate as the Nestorian heresy. We see that Theodoret 
could now yield more than he would have been willijjg to 
concede at an earlier period. Truly,” said he with dignified 

The h (fvcrUt or the (pva-iuv was the turning point of the whole 

controversy between the Monophysites and the Duophysites. 

^ 
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com4)Osure, ‘‘I speak not otherwise than' as I know. is well- 
pleasing to God. In the first place, I Would convince you, 
that my bishopric is not to me so very dear an interest ; that 
I am not solicitous for the honour, and that it is not for the 
sake of it I have come here, but because I have been calum- 
niated. I have come to prove myself an orthodox man, to 
show you that I condemn Nestorius and Eutyches, and every 
man who speaks of two Sous of God.’’ Again it was loudly 
vociferated : “ Say anathema to Nestorius, and to all who 
think like him.” But he was afraid to condemn Nestorianisnt, 
without having first unfolded what he deemed to be the pure 
doctrine^ lest some occasion should be given for employing 
that vague word Nestorianism for the purpose of condemning 
that which, according to his own convictions^ was much rather 
the true doctrine. Hence he said : “ If I may not be allowed, 
in the first place, to explain how I believe, I cannot express 
that atiathema ; but I believe” — here the bishops cried out : 
“ He is a heretic ; lie is a Nestorian ; cast forth the Nestorian.” 
Theodoret then said : “ Anathema to Nestorius, and to every 
one who calls not Mary the mother of God, and - who divides 
the one only-begotten Son into two sons. I have subscribed 
the confession of faith and the letter of the bis]iop Leo; and 
so I believe. Farewell.” The emperor’s commissioners there- 
upon declared that Theodoret had now given sufficient proof 
of his orthodoxy, and it only remained, that, as he had been 
justified by the Boman bishop, he should be restored to his 
church. To this proposal of the court the assembly now 
acceded by acclamation.* 

* Amidst these scene<s at Chaicedon, we no longer penceive in Theo- 
doret that constancy and firmness with wliich he had hitherto defended 
fils innocent friend. He appears no longer faithful even to those profes- 
sions which he earlier expressed ; yet this may have been the effect of a 
momentary weakness. He may have deemed it best to yield for the 
moment to the fury of blind zealots, who would not listen to the voice of 
reason ; especially as he explicitly stated, that with the name Nestorius he 
really condemned only a particular error, to express which men had been 
pleased to coin this term— and it is easy to see that he felt himself placed 
under constraint. But in the strongest contrast with his former behaviour 
standi the way in which he speaks, as, for instance, near the conclusion, 
in' one Of his latest works, his account of the heresies 
imrouv)t respecting his old friend, where he describes him as an instru- 
ment of Satan : as a man who by his pride plunged the church Into 
disorders : who, under the pretext of orthodoxy, introduced at one tod the 
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Again, an incid^it which happened during the fourth action 
of tlie council foreshadowed what was to be expected from the 
dominant fanaticism in Egypt. Ten aged bishops from this 
country declined to anathematize at once, as they were required 
to do, the doctrines of Eutyches, and to* subscribe the letter 
of Leo to Flavian. Such was the despotic authority of the 
Alexandrian bishoj)s over the Egyptian iShurch, that they 
declared it impossible for them, according to the ^hurch laws, 
to act in this case independently : they must wait for the decision 
gf the new patriarch of Alexandria, who was still to be elected, 
and govern themselves accordingly. In vain it was objected, 
that they oughf not in matters of religious conviction to 
make themselves dependent on the authority of any individual 
man ; and that the sentence of the general council must possess 
more force than that of an individual bishop. They implored 
the council to allow them indulgence, because in their own 
country they could not be certain of their lives if they 
ventured to declare themselves independent of their patriarch. 
This, delay was finally granted them, under the condition 
that they should not leave Ephesus until the new patriarch 
was elected. 

The council of Chalcedon, by proceeding in this manner, 
could not, of course, secure the object they had in view, which 
was to effect a union of the two parties. The weak spots 
which this assembly discovered by the inward contradictions 
brought to view during the course of its proceedings ; the 
exchange of one confession of faith for another ; the influence 

same time the denial of the divinity and of the incarnation of the only- 
begotten Son ;||pne who met at last with the punishment he deserved, and 
the premonitory sign of his future punishment. Fear of the blind zealots 
alone assuredly could not lead him thus to contradict himself ; vexation 
at the disorders which had grown out of Nestorius’ attack upon the 
term (with which even he was not satisfied), must in the end have 

cast a shade in his soul on the memory of the author of those disturb- 
ances. But, nevertheless, we have here a melancholy proof of human 
weakness in a man who otherwise appears to us as a light in an age of 
darkness. Fain would we agree with those who have considered this 
clause to be spurious, were there not so much stronger reasons for the 
contrary supposition, and were it possible also to consider the letter 
addressed to Sporacius on the Nestorian heresy an interpolated piece, 
derived for the mosi part from that latter clause. For the rest, Theodoret 
perhaps spent the last six or seven years of his life, as he designed to 
do, ep. 146 , in seclusion and in the occupation of writing. 
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of court policy on the final result — all thi^ was, of course, ill- 
suited to procure authority for the decisions of this council in 
the minds of those who entertained other opinions.* 

When so passionate a fanaticism in favour of the Egyptian* 
raonophysitism had manifested itself at this council of Chalce- 
don, it was no wonder that it should soon be more widely 
spread by the adherents of Dioscurus on their return home ; 
and that it should find its way among the swarms of wild and 
untutored monks who were used to these formulas, and produce 
among them the most violent agitations. In the doctrine of 
the two natures, these people saw nothing but pure Nestorian- 
ism, a dividing of the one Christ into two Sons of God, two 
persons. That he who is supreme over nature was still born 
in the natural Avay, — this, they declared, was enough for 
them to knovv^. The how was what they could not explain.t 
This was the germ of the Monophysite controversies, so 
disastrous to the Oriental church, so pernicious to practical 
Christianity. 

Palestine and Egypt were, at first, the chief seats cf this 
controversy. The fanatical monk Theodosius, who returned 
from the Chalcedonian council to Palestine, conveyed thither 
the seeds of discord. He attached himself to the party of the 
deceased emperor’s widow Eudocia, and soon ruled supreme in 
all the cloisters. He set every tiling in commotion, raging 
furiously against all who would not secede from the Chalce- 
donian council. The patriarch Juvenalis of Jerusalem was 
banished from his city, and Theodosius himself nominated 
patriarch there by his party. Similar things occurred in other 

♦ The Monophysites well understood how to avail th^selves of these 
weak spots laid open by the council, as we may see from the charges 
they brought against it ; to which Leontius of Byzantium or Jerusalem, 
at the end of the sixth century, replied, in his work against the Nesto- 
rians and the Eutychians. See this work in the Greek original, pub- 
lished by Mansi, Concil. VII. f. 799. If the charge brought by the 
Monophysites (f. 813) really implied that many votes at the'conncil had 
been purchased with gold, this accusation would assuredly be confirmed 
by the bad defence of Leontius. But this does not lie in the words : they 
Speak only of simony in the appointment of bishops. The word 
must be understood to refer, not to a vote in the council, but to ordi- 
nations.^ • 

*1 In the petition of the monks from Palestine : The 

zxrca <ptV<y roV (pmtv j Harduiu. ConciL II. f. 
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cities. Provinces •were wasted with fire and sword ; Theo- 
dosius deposed and. appointed bishops. It was finally neces- 
sary to check this evil by resorting to forcible measures. 

TJie second theatre of these contests was Egypt, and parti- 
cularly Alexandria. There Proterius flad been nominated 
patriarch in the place of the deposed Dioscurus ; bufr, from * 
what we have already seen taking {)lace at Chalcedon, we may 
easily gather that Dioscurus would still have a weighty party 
in his favour. There arose a schism, which gave rise to the 
most violent disorders. It became necessary to call in the 
aid of soldiers : the attempt to suppress the schism by force 
only served, as •usual, to exasperate men’s minds, and many 
scenes of violence ensued. Finally, quiet was restored, and so 
it continued as long as Marcian lived ; although the Mono- 
physite party, headed by the presbyter Tiinotheus Ailurus, 
continued to subsist as a separate and distinct one. But as 
the Monophysite pai ty, after the death of this emperor in 457, 
indulged the expectation of finding a more favourable disposi- 
tion in his successor, they ventured to a])point and to ordain 
Timotheus as their patriarch. The attempt made by the 
military commandant, to ])ut an end to the difficulties by force, 
led to a tumult, in which Proterius was murdered. Both 
parties now applied to the emperor with petitions. The 
latter, being aware of the great importance of the Monophysite 
party, were the more doirous of removing the schism by 
means of some mutual agreement, without resorting to force. 
He begged the Roman bishop Leo the Great to come himself 
to the East, and direct the negociations. But Leo had no 
inclination to do this. Moreover, he was of the opinion that 
no concessions ought to be made at the expense of doctrines’ 
expressed by a council under the guidance of the Holy Ghost ; 
but that these must only be strictly maintained. The bad 
result of a general council assembled for the purpose of 
restoring peace having at last been made evident by the 
example of the council of Chalcedon, the emperor made trial 
of another expedient. He issued a command to all the 
metropolitans to consult with their bishops respecting the 
manner in which the council of Chalcedon, and the ordination 
of Timotheus, ought to be reprded and treated, and to report 
to hiiti the result of their deliberations. Distinguished above 
others for a wise moderation, rare in this age, was the opinion 
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expressed on. this occasion by the bishops of Pamphylia. We 
here* meet with a distinction lying far remote from the fanati- 
cal habits of doctrinal conception peculiar to this period — the 
distinction between that which belongs to the essence of 
Christian faith, and’' that which belongs to the exactness of 
• doctrinal definitions requisite for the development of theology. 
“ Those definitions,’* said they, ‘‘ were drawn up by the 
Roman bishop Leo, and by the council of Clialcedon, not for 
the purpose of ha\^ing them pass to the laity, and give offence 
to them ; but they were designed for the priests, that they 
might have wherewith to answer gainsayers. The doctrine 
concerning the union of two natures in one- Christ was not 
employed for the instruction of catechiimcjis, but only for the 
purposes of theological discussion. They were of the opinion 
that there ought to be no dispute on the questions, whether 
Christ subsisted in two natures, or consisted of two natures, 
and whether we should speak of one nature of the Word which 
became man : the only important thing was, that the union of 
the two natures should be maintained, but without being con- 
founded. They recommended the condescending indulgence, 
of which Christ was the pattern, as the best and readiest 
means of reclaiming errorists, and of restoring tranquillity.* 
Since the majority of voices, however, now maintained the 
authority of the council of Clialcedon, and were opposed to the 
ordination of Timotheus Ailurus, the emperor Leo resolved 
that he would pul an end to the difficulties by force. In the 
year 460, Timotlieus Ailurus was banished to Cherson, and in 
his place Timotheus Salophaciolus was appointed patriarch 
of Alexandria. The mild character of the latter enabled 
him for the moment to do something towards restoring tran- 
quillity. 

, So much the more violent, however, was the ferment which 
ensued, when, by a political revolution, the hitherto oppressed 
party of the Monophysites at once obtained the preponderance. 
This took place in 476, when Basiliscus succeeded in expelling 
the emperor Zeno, successor to his father-in-law Leo, in the 
year 474, from the imperial throne, and securing it for him- 
self. Wh^thefr the fact was that he had not attained to this 
high eminence without the aid of the Monophysite party, or 
whether he hoped to find in this party an important support. 

^ See Harduin. Concil. T. II. f 73i. 
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he showed from th^ beginning that it was his purpose to make 
it the ruling partjp in the East. He was the first to publish 
decisij)ns on matters of faith by imperial laws ; for, in entering 
on his reign, he issued a circular letter (eyKVKXiov) .to be 
signed by all the bishops on pain of beiifg deposed from their 
office, whereby it was established that the Nicene creed, to- 
gether with the several decrees in confirmation of it passed at 
the councils of Constantinople and Ephesus, should alone be 
valid ; while, on the other liand, the Chalcedonian symbol and 
the letter of Leo were condemned as standing at variance with 
this, and ordered to be burned wherever they might be found. 
Many of the bishops readily complied with the imperial com- 
mand ; partly such as, being rather inclined of themselves to 
adopt the Monophysite opinion, had only been moved by the 
ruling power to accept the Chalcedonian articles ; and partly 
such as were always in the habit of shaping their opinions 
according to the doctrinal tendency of the court. 

At Alexandria the victory of the ]Moiio])hysite party would 
take place without any violent struggle, for this party had there 
a natural preponderance. Timothens Ail urns resumed his 
patriarchate, and the mild Timotheus Salophaciolus quietly 
returned bacjj^ to his cloister. Hut violent coinmofions arose in 
many districts, where hitherto the party of the Chalcedonian 
council had prevailed ; and enthusiastic monks, who exercised 
the greatest influence over the people, stirred them up to 
resistance against the imperial command. The patriarch 
Acacius of Constantinople, although w^avering himself, yet 
took courage, from the strength of the zealots, to show resist- 
ance to the emperor. And as, in addition to this, Zeno had, 
in the mean time, strengthened his power, Basiliscus issued, in 
477, a second circular {ctyTeyKVKXwr)^ v\ hereby the first was 
revoked. Soon after this the victory of Zeno, who once more 
made himself master of the empire, changed the whole face of 
affairs. 

This emperor was the more firmly resolved in tlie outset 
to do all in his jiower to advance the p^rty of the council of 
Chalcedon, because doubtless he was especially indebted to this 
party for the recovery of his throbe, and because his political 
interests would make him hostile to the other party, whicll 
Basiliscus had favoured. This change of court orthodoxy w^as 
soon followed by the usual consequences attending such 
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larne/itable dependence of .the church on the state. Those 
same bishops of Asia Minor who, under the preceding reign, 
liad defended themselves before the emperor Basiliscus against 
the charge of having only subscribed his circular letter by con- 
straint and from motives of fear ; who had styled this docu- 
ment, in their communication to him, a divine and apostolic 
letter who had declared to him that the world must go to 
ruin if he did not uphold the authority of his religions edict ; 
who called on him to depose the })atriarcli Acacius from his 
seat — tliese same bishops now testified to this very patriarch 
their repentance, writing to him that they had subscribed the 
circular letter of Basiliscus, not from conviction, but because 
they were compelled to it ; but that in their faith they really 
agreed with that wiiicli had been piously and rightly deter- 
mined at the council of Clialcedon.| 

This change must have had a very great influence, especially 
oil the condition of the Alexandrian church, in which the Mo- 
nophysite party was ever predominant. Timotheus Ailurus 
was allowed, it is true, peacefully to end the few remaining 
days of his old age in the patriarchal office ; but when, after 
his death in 477, the Moiiophysite party proceeded to choose 
the archdeacon Petrus Mongus as his successor, the .emperor 
looked upon this as an insurrection : he pronounced sentence of 
death on Petrus Mongus, and the latter seems to have escaped 
the execution of this sentence only by flight. It was ordered 
that Timotheus Salophaciolns should be restored to the patri- 
ai’chate of Alexandria. The emperor threatened all laymen 
and ecclesiastics who should not within two months recognize 
Salophaciolns as their patriarch, with the loss of all their dig- 
nities and churches, and with exile. J The restored patriarch 
Timotheus was enabled for the moment, by his moderation and 
gentleness, to preserve quiet at Alexandria. He presented a rare 
example for this age — protecting instead of persecuting the 
Monophysite party, insomuch that the emperor had to admo- 

* The — divinum,— the usual designation, indeed, derived from, 

the pagan times, and applied to whatever came from the emperor j but 
it was bad enough in bishops, - when speaking of religious matters, to 
• imitat^ such phraseology. 

•t Comp. Evagr. hist, eccles. III. c. 5 and 9. 

X See the letters of the Roman bishop Felix III. to the patriarch Aca- 
cius, and to the emperor Zeno. 
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nish him to use greater severity towards the heretics, and nr>t 
allow them to hold their church assemblies and to baptize ; 
but, notwithstanding this, he still continued to pursue the same 
coursS of conduct. Hence he was universally esteemed by the 
Alexandrians, and they would call out 'to him in tlie streets 
and in the churches — “ Although we have no church-fellowship 
with you, yet we love you.’’* 

But after the. death ofTimotheus Salophaciolus^ which soon 
ensued, there arose a new schism. The party which was by far 
J^he most numerous, tliat of the Monophysites, chose for their 
patriarch the archdeacon Petrus Mongus ; the minor party of 
the Chalcedoni^n council chose the chief treasurer of the 
Alexandrian church, dohn Talaya. The emperor at first 
was resolved to approve the choice of the Chalcedonian fac- 
tion alone ; but a complication of events led him to change 
his mind. 

John Talaya, at that time presiding as presbyter over the 
churches on the island of Tabennm, had been sent by the patri- 
arch Timotheus Salophaciolus, after the latter had been 
reinstated in his office by the emperor Zeno, on a mission to 
Constantinople, in company with Gennadius, a kinsman of 
the patriarch, and bishop of Lower Hermn polls. Gennadius 
remained behind at Constantinople, and had there acquired 
great influence as plenipotentiary or agent (apocrisiarius) of 
the Egyptian patriarch. John Talaya, however, had entered 
into a connection with Ulus, one of the first men of the empire, 
to whom the emperor was in part indebted for the recovery of 
his throne ; and probably at this time Ulus engaged, perhaps 
not without the assurance of receiving a splendid remuneration 
from Talaya, that he would procure for him the patriarchate 
after the death of the aged Timotheus. For this reason, after 
his return to Egypt, Talaya gaVe up his office in the church 
at Tabennae, and resumed the post which he had before occu- 
pied at Alexandria, so that he might be ready, on the death of 
Timotheus, immediately to make such arrangements as would 
^secure the attainment of his object beyond all fear of a fa ilure. 
From this place he sent many and valuable presents to Ulus. 
Relying on the patronage of this powerful man, he deemed it 

* See Liberati Diacoai breviarium causae Nestorianorum et Eutychi- 
anonim, ed. Gamier, pag. 108. 
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the less necessary to secure the good-wili of Gennadius, whom 
he had left behind at Constantinople, or of the patriarch him- 
self ; and by this neglect he made them both his enemies. 
The .deputy whom he sent with his inaugural letter {h&povia- 
TiKo) to Constantinople, was instructed not to present this 
immediately to the patriarch, but first inquire after his patron, 
the influential III us, and to proceed in all respects as he should 
direct ; but ,as tlie latter was then at Antioch, the deputy of 
John Talaya set off for that city without presenting his letter 
to the patriarch,^ By this unexampled neglect of the honour 
due to him as bishop of tlie imperial residence, tlie patriarch 
Acacius was completely disgusted ; and as Ulus soon after 
rebelled against tlie euqieror, Aeacius was the more easily en- 
abled to make John Talaya liateful also to tlie emperor Zeno. 
Peter Mongus, the head of the Monopljysite party, was cun- 
ning enough to turn these circumstances to his own advantage. 
He visited Constantinople in person, and pointed out the 
danger to which the exasiieratiou of the numerous party of the 
Monophysites might expose the tranquillity of the state, if a 
patriarch were thrust upon them whom they could not approve. 
He proposed, on the otiier hand, a treaty by which he hoped 
to unite all in one clmrch. Acacius entered into tliis scheme, 
and persuaded the emperor to favour it. The latter issued, in 
the year 482, a treaty of agreement addressetl to the churches 
of the Alexandrian patriarchate, which, by omitting the ex- 
pressions employed in the disputed questions, and abiding only 
by general terms, was expected to bring about the removal of 
this opposition. It was here determined that no other creed 
should be valid than the Kicene-Constantinopolitan symbol, 
which had been confirmed at Ephesus. A symbolical autho- 
rity was given to the anathemas of Cyrill, and, without men- 
tioning names and persons, or the nature of the dispute, it was 
declared that Christ is one and not two,f since miracles and 
sufferings were referred to one and the same person. Moreover, 
sentence of condemnation was pronounced not only on Nes- 
torianism and Eutychiauism, but also on all who taught or had 
taught contrary to tliese articles, whether at Chalc^on or in'^ 
any other synod or place whatsoever. J 

See Liberat. o. 1 6 and 1 7, and Theoplianes* chronography. 
j- *JEj> 01/ }uo. | Evagr, III. 14. 
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This concoTdate*\\ 2 i^ now designed, in the pur[)ose of tlie 
empen)r, to serve <is a basis for the peace of the church. 
Those among the Monophysites wiio agreed to subscribe it 
should, without being required to give up their pecular' opin- 
ions, be received by the other party into the communion of the 
church ; and also the latter should be left free to retain their 
peculiar doctrines, and fur themselves to maintain the au- 
thority of the council of Chalcedon, and of Le'»’s letter to 
Flavian. But without interfering with these differences, the 
tjoncordate should stand valid as the ba.'*is of church fellowship, 
and neither party should stigmatize the other as heretical ; 
but such an objtVit was not to be attained in this way. The 
zealous Monophysites demanded an explicit condemnation of 
the council of Chalcedon, and of tlie letter to Flavian ; and as 
they separated from the moderates, u ho were satisfied with the 
concordate, witiiout having any ])rinci})al leader, they were 
from henceforth designated as the headless sect ( Acephalfe>i). 
Now when those bishops who chiefly agreed with this party in 
their doctrinal opinions, allowed themselves to be influenced 
by their respect for it, tiiey lost the confidence of those with 
whom, by means of the compromise, they had* concluded a 
peace. On the other hand, the zealous adherents of the 
Chalcedonian council were far from being satisfied with a 
written contract in which this conninl Avas sj)oken of in such 
disparaging terms ; and all Avho accepted tlie compromise ap- 
peared to them as Monophysites. Thus it happened, that the 
heiioticon, instead of doing away the schism, only made it 
worse than it was before. Instead of two parties, there were 
now four — the zealots on both sides and the moilerates of the 
two parties who accepted the compromise. The warm ad- 
herents of the Chalcedonian council found great sympathy in 
the Roman church, and these stigmatized the dominant party 
of the Oriental church as heretical. A schism between the 
Eastern and the Western church was the consequence of 
this. 

While these commotions growing out of the henoticon were 
still in progress, the Emperor Zeno, a.d. 491, died, and was 
succeeded by Anastasius. The latter was only desirous of 
preserving peace, and of silencing the heretic-makers on both 
sides ; and for this reason lie would not suffer the treaty ot 
coalition to drop. But this moderation, proceeding from 
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motives of policy, could ouly make him an object of suspicion 
to the zealots ; and as he would tolerate .nothing ^'hich was 
opposed to his plans, in seeking to preserve peace, he ap- 
peared in the light of a persecutor. Serious disturbances, 
arising out of the struggle between the two ))arties, broke out 
during this emperor’s reign in Syria, Palestine, and 

Constantinople ; and his efforts to compel the enthusiasts to 
moderation Avere attended with no other result than to render 
the commotions more violent. As he exerted himself with the 
most vigour to repress the enthusiasts near by, in Constanti- 
nople itself, he must of course become suspected of favouring 
the Monophysites. In the patriarch of C 6 nstantinople he 
found a violent antagonist. P>y the patriarch Eupheinius, the 
orthodoxy of the emperor had b(Mni suspected from the first ; 
he had consented to Ids taking the throne only on condition 
that the emperor should give him a wTitten assurance that he 
w^ould attempt to do nothing against the authority of the 
Chalcedonian council. Anastasius soon endeavoured to get 
rid of him, which he could not do without exciting a tumult 
among the people. The presbyter Macedonius, in w'hom, until 
now, 110 one had ever witnessed any symptom of passionate 
zeal, w^as nominated his successor ; but he too must soon 
incur the imperial displeasure, since he was not willing to 
lose his character for orthodoxy among the zealots of the 
party attached to tlie Chalcedonian council ; and therefore 
connected himself more closely with them tlian suited the em- 
peror’s plans. Besides this, two men of vigorous activity now 
took the lead of the hitherto headless but zealous Monophysite 
party ; and, in other districts, disturbances arose, the influence 
of which spread to Constantinople. One of these persons, 
Xenayas, of Tahal in Persia, had already contended zealously 
against tlie Nestorians in his own country. Afterwards he 
had betaken himself to Syria ; and the Monophysite patriarch 
of Alexandria, Peter the clothier, so called after the trade 
which he pursued as a monk^- (originally one of the monks 
associated with Eutyches at Constantinople), had made him 
bishop of the city of Hieropolis or Mabug, By the same dig- 
nitary his name also was changed into the Greek form Phjlo- 
xenos, and by this name he is best known as the promoter 
of the so-called Philoxenian Syriac translation of the New 

* llST^Of 0 KVetpiVS, 
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Testament. But ^ith the successor of this Monopliysite 
patriarch, with Flavian, who was more inclined to ’the 
(ioctrines of the Chalcedonian council, liis zeal in giving 
spread to the Monopliysite doctrines involved him in a quarrel ; 
for though Flavian was willing to purchase peace by yielding 
many points., yet nothing could induce him expressly to con- 
demn the doctrine of the two natures. Violent contests en- 
sued, which spread even to the adjacent Palestine. ^ 

The second of these two new leaders of the Monophysite 
party was Severus, who came from Sozopoiis in Pisidia. 
While a pagan, he had devoted himself to the study of the law, 
in the famous law-school at Beryturn, and afterwards became 
an advocate. At Tripoli in Phoenicia, he received baptism, 
became a monk, and united himself with a society of zealous 
Monophysites. Banished by a hostile party, he came with a 
number of his companions to Constantinople, to seek protection 
from the emperor. lie told him that the defence of the Chalce- 
donian council was the cause of all the disturbances ; he sought 
to introduce a certain adtlition to the old and venerated church 
song, the trisagion (the thrice holy, from Isa. vi.), which 
might serve as the basis of a coalition between the two parties. 
Some time before, the above-named Monophysite church- 
teacher, Peter the clothier, had already added to one of the 
invocations to God in that church hymn the clause Thou who 
wast crucified for us (6 (rruvpwdeig hi ?//xdc). The transfer of 
predicates, which was expressed in this clause, in fact perfectly 
coincided with the Monophysite type of doctrine ; but it might 
also, in another sense, precisely after the same manner as the 
term ^eotokoq had already been adopted into the church phra- 
seology, be admitted by the Duophysites as being opposed to 
Nestorianism ; and, so, by this opposite reference of the same 
term, both parties might come together. Of this ambiguity 
Severus availed himself ; but in the then existing ferment of 
minds at Constantinople, this addition appeared as a crass 
Monophysitism, as impinging on the immutability of the divine 
essence; and this innovation met with the most determined 
resistance. While, in the public worship of God, one party 
sang the old church-hymn in its simple form, the other burst 
in, loudly vociferating the added words. Thus the very so- 
lemnities of worship were profaned by expressions of worldly 
passion, and even by bloody contests. As the rumour spread 
VOL. IV. » 
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that* the emperor favoured the addition to the church hymn, and 
was threatening to remove tlie patriarch Maced onius, a violent 
tumult broke forth. The liouses of many of the grandees were 
burned ; a monk, who was supposed to be the author of the 
addition, was seized by the infuriated populace and murdered, 
and his head was carried about in triumph stuck upon a pole. 
Then appeared the emperor at the circus before the assembled 
people, without his crown. He declared himself willing to lay 
down the government ; but all could not reign at once, one 
must be sovereign. These words had their effect on tlie excited 
multitude ; the people besought the emperor to retain the 
government, and promised tranquillity. The emperor took 
advantage of this favourable moment : he caused the patriarch 
Macedonius to be removed, and Timotheus, a presbyter, who 
had accepted the heiioticon, was appointed his successor. 
Meanwhile, the emperor saw himself under the necessity, for 
many reasons, of yielding to the fury of the exasperated party 
of the Chalcedonian council, where this predominated. By 
this exasperation, aid and comfort was g-iven to the insurrection 
of the military commander Vitalian, which broke out in the 
year 514; and Anastasius found himself compelled to enter 
into conditions of peace, to the advantage of the adherents of 
the Chalcedonian council. lie promised to assemble a council 
at Heraclea in Thrace, and moreover to invite the assistance 
of the Roman bishop, so that, above all things, the church 
fellowship might thus be restored with the latter, which 
amounted to no more nor less than that the Chalcedonian coun- 
cil should be reinstated in its authority ; for no hope certainly 
could be entertained of making peace with the Roman church 
on any other terms than these. Yet Anastasius sought to put 
off the fulfilment of these irksome conditions as long as he 
could ; and the difficulties which were raised by the Roman 
church in conducting tlie negociations for peace, facilitated his 
plans. The enthusiasm for the Chalcedonian council, and the 
hatred of Monophysitism and of the emperor Anastasius, who 
was considered to be its champion, did but mount so much 
the higher after the emperor^s death, and at the commencement 
of the reign of liis successor Justin, in 518. 

When John, the patriarch of Constantinople und er the new 
government, made his first appearance at the public worship, 
he was received by the assembled people with loud shouts, 
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demanding that, skice the Manichean Anastasius no longer 
reigned, but the orthodox Justin, the authority of the ChSlct- 
donian council should once more be publicly recognized ; that 
the aAathema* should be pronounced on 8everus, and on all 
the leaders of the Monophysite party ; that all Moiiophysites 
should be removed from the imperial court and from the 
capital ;* and that fellowship should be restored with the 
Roman church. The assembled multitude did not desist from 
their impetuous outcries till the patriarch yielded. Similar 
demands of ecclesiastics, monks, and laity, came also from 
other churches. As the emperor Justin, a rude Thracian, who 
took no interest himself in theological disputes, was governed 
by his two chief ministers, Vitaiian and Justinian, who 
warmly espoused the doctrines of the Chalcedonian council, 
he would very easily be persuaded to every measure which 
favoured the interests of this party. New negociations were 
entered into with the Roman bishop Hormisdas, and men 
.were ready to consent to all the conditions prescribed by that 

* See the protocol in the acts of the council under Mennas, Harduin. 
T. II. f. 1334 and 1355. The hatred was particularly manifested against 
the powerful lord chamberlain (Pra^positus saeri cubiculi) Amantius. 
The multitude shouted in allusion to him : Tav <rov ^aXctrlov s^&/ 
ficcXe. He must doubtless have had great influence under Anastasius, in 
promoting Monophysitism ; for, in calling upon the patriarch publicly to 
declare himself, it was exclaimed that, under the reign of a Justin, he 
needed have no fear of Amantius : Ot> (pofhvxrat * Aju-uvrlov tov M.atviy^oc.lovj 
lauffTivo; ^ottnXiviT. 1. c. Harduin. f. 1339. This Amantius, however, was 
hated and suspected by the emperor Justin ; for he had conceived the 
project of making a certain count Theocritus emperor through whom he 
might hope to be ruler himself. He had for this purpose given a sum 
of money to Justin, then commander of the emperor’s body guard, in 
order that, by a skilful distribution of it, he might purchase votes in 
favour of Theocritus ; but Justin used the gold in behalf of himself, and 
became emperor. Of course he must now stand in dread of Amantius ; 
and hence soon caused him to be executed. See Evagr. 1. IV. c. 2, 
Theophanes, Chronograph, at the commencement of the reign of Justin. 
The assassination of Amantius, however, was deemed a judgment on tlie 
heretic. See the popular exclamation in an assembly in the church at 
Tyre, which likewise demanded the condemnation of the Monophysites. 
Hnrduin. 1. c. f. 1359. AftcivTig o We 

discern here the hidden connection betwixt the plots of political and 
theological parties. The fear of the infection of Monophysitism was in 
many districts so great, that in Tyre, for example, the Egyptian dealers 
in wood were not suffered to remain in the city, lest they might spread 
the Monophysite heresy beyond Egypt. L. c. 1355. 
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bishop for the restoration of church-fellowship. Among these 
was the severe one, that the names of all tlje bishops who, under 
the preceding reign, had accepted the henoticon, or attached 
themselves to the Monophysite party, should be exjjunged 
from the church records. To anathematize the leaders of the 
Monophysite party was a point which might be easily secured ; 
nor was there any hesitation at Constantinople even to surrender 
the patriarch Acacius to the popular will. But, in many 
districts, ecclesiastics and churches were not at all disposed to 
sacrifice the memory of their beloved bishops : they would not 
suffer themselves to be moved to this by arguments or by 
threats. New schisms and bloody disturbances were to be 
feared, if they were forced to this. The emperor himself, 
therefore, requested the Koman bishop to yield a little on this 
point.* The Monophysite clergymen, however, were deposed 
from their places. Severus, who had managed to make himself 
patriarch of Antioch, was threatened with a severer fate through 
the vengeance of the commander Vitalian, who had been in-» 
jured by him ; but he saved himself by fleeing to Egypt, where 
he met with a friendly reception from his Monophysite fellow'- 
believers. There the party was too strong to be prudently 
attacked. 

Justinian, the successor of this emperor, fom the year 
527, meant to be considered a zealous champion of the Chal- 
cedonian orthodoxy. Intermeddling in theological disputes 
was with him a favourite passion ; and he would very willingly 
have been lawgiver to the church, in the same sense as he was 
to the state ; but the more he acted, or supposed he acted, by 
his own impulse, the more he served as the tool of others, 
who knew how to influence him by taking advantage of his 
weakness. Thus was he often obliged to subserve interests to 
which he w^as altogether opposed in his own intentions. In 
particular, his wife Theodora, who governed him, and who 
M^as herself attached to Monophysitism, successfully plotted 
many a scheme for the advantage of the Monophysite party, 
which he abhorred. She even went so far as to cause to be 
formed, under the very eyes of the emperor at Constantinople, 
a Monophysite society, whose branches extended through all 

* See the correspondence between the patriarch of Constantinople, the 
emperor Justin, and the Eoman bishop Hormisdas. 
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parts of the empire ‘and to procure that a Moiiophysite siipuld 
be elevated to the episcopate of the imperial residence ; and 
every thing was prepared to raise up the Monophysites from 
their state of oppression to being the dominant party. . Her 
principal agent in accomplishing all tliisVas a person by the 
name of At thimus. He had once been bishop over the church 
at Trapezuiid in Pontus ; but, without waiting to be regularly 
dismissed from the pastoral relation, he had left bis flock for 
the purpose, as he pretended, of having it in his power to lead 
SI perfectly Christian life as a monk ;* but probably, if we 
may judge from the sequel, he was led to this step, like so 
many others, by* more doubtful motives; and the truth was, 
that the court life had more charms for him than the ad- 
ministering of a pastoral office distinguished by no outward 
splendour, in an insignificant town. He betook himself to 
Constantinople ; there his ascetic garb procured for him dis- 
tinguished consideration ; he gained the confidence of the 
empress Theodora, and the alternate residence at the court 
and at a pleasant villa near Constantinople suited him better 
than his former, secluded life* in the pastoral office. This 
person now drew around him all the most important men of 
the Moiiophysite party, who, under the protection of Theo- 
dora, visited Constantinople ; and amongst these was Severus. 
At length, by the management of Theodora, Anthimus, in 
the year 535, was nominated patriarch of Constantinople.^ 
Of a surety, the emperor Justinian, who was so zealously 
orthodox, entertained no other idea than that his bishop was 
a staunch adherent of the Chalcedonian council. And perhaps 
the trick would have lasted still longer, and the cunning Theo- 
dora would have succeeded in accomplishing still more, if the 
whole plan had not been frustrated by an accident quite un- 
foreseen, after the deception had been kept up no longer than 
a year. It happened that the Roman bishop Agapetus visited 
Constantinople as ambassador of the East Gothic king Theo- 
doric. Many dissatisfied ecclesiastics and monks took this 

* In the first action of the council under Mennas, it says : o'vroe Iz 

rh izKXmlccv xaraXiiratv, xai -rt-x’Xuffuivov /B/av iyscoetrs'ias «v«- 

Xdlim. F. 1195, 1. C. 

t His ^poacrrueiv, aCt. IV. suh Menna, f, 1243. 

i Procopius, in his secret history of the court (hist, arcana), c. 17, says 
of Theodora t Ai/'TJJ ts kcu tus i^e/ooTovn, 
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Opportunity of presenting to the Roman l>ishop, who had less 
to fear than others from the anger of the empress, and could 
therefore act more independently at the court, a formal com- 
plaint against the bishop Anthirnus, cliarging him partly with 
erroneous doctrines, and partly with unjustifiable proceedings 
to obtain the patriarchate of Constantinople. The Roman 
bishop required hini to prove liis orthodoxy by a confession of 
faith, and (»in accordance with the church laws of the West, 
which forbade the transfer of bishops) to return back from 
the patriarchate of Constantinople to his earlier bishopric; 
which he had voluntarily abandoned. As Anthirnus could 
not consent to this, Agapetus excommunicated him from the 
fellowship of the chureh, and moreover avoided all intercourse 
with him. The empress was unable to change the mind of 
the Roman bishop either by promises or by threats. When, 
through his influence, Justinian came to see how grossly he 
had been deceived, his indignation knew no bounds. Anthi- 
mus was deposed ; and at the recommendation of Agapetus, 
the presbyter Memias, superintendent of the great hospital at 
Constantinople, was nominated patriarch.* 

The new patriarch, in the year 536, invited the bishops who 
happened to be then present in Constantinople, Jo meet in a 
synod (^avvocoQ irCr]f.(ov(Tct) for the purpose of putting a final 
seal on the condemnation of Monophysitism, and its defenders. 
The emperor Justinian accompanied the decrees of this council 
with a confirmatory law, altogether worthy of his despotic 
spirit: The leaders of the Monophysite party should keep 

away from the residence and from all the more important 
cities; they should live quietly and without disturbance as 
private persons, and take good care how they corrupted others, 
and led them into blasphemy. The writings of Severus should 
be burned, and none should be permitted either to own or to 
transcribe them. Every person who dared to transcribe them 
should suffer the loss of his right hand.^’t 

When the empress Theodora saw her plans defeated, she 
still did not relinquish her object ; but, fruitful of intrigues, 
endeavoured to effect it in another way. She cultivated the 
acquaintance of the deacon Vigilius, who had come to Con- 
stantinople in the retinue of the Roman bishop Agapetus. 

* See Concil. sub Menna, act. I. Liberati breviar. c. 21. ^ 

t Harduln. Concil. T. II. f. 1406. 
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The ambition of this unprincipled man led her to hope^ that 
she might convert him into a suitable instrument for accom- 
plishing her designs. Agapetus having died, either, as some 
reporf, before he left Constantinople, or according to others, 
wliile on his journey home, she held out ‘to Vigiliiis the pro- 
mise of a large sum of money and of the Roman bishopric, if 
he would pledge himself to overthrow the authority of the 
Chalcedonian council, and to testify in writing that (^e agreed 
in faith with Anthimus, and likewise with the other leaders of 
J;he Monophysite party. Vigilius consented to the conditions, 
and the whole intrigue was managed and conducted betw^een 
two women. Ahtonina, the wife of the Greek general Beli- 
sarius, whose successful campaigns had extended the power of 
the East Roman empire in Italy, was the confidant of the 
empress and of her plans, and employed to co-operate with 
her in carrying them into execution. She worked upon her 
husband. 

In the mean time, Silverius had already been appointed the 
successor of Agapetus. It was now^ necessary for him either 
to make the same engagements wliich Vigilius had made, or 
else give place for the latter. But, as he would not consent 
to sacrifice his convictions for any temporal advantage, he w'as 
falsely accustiii of a design to betray Rome to the Goths, the 
enemies of the Greek empire, which accusation might derive 
some colouj* of truth from the fact of the friendly relations 
formerly existing betw^een the bishop and the king of the East 
Goths, and it was an easy matter for the faithless Greeks to 
fabricate records and testimonies. Silverius accordingly was 
banished, and Vigilius appointed bishop in the year 538. 

More could be obtained from him, inasmuch as the cause of 
the faith stood with him in very slight account. In truth, he 
hsul but a very imperfect acquaintance with the controversies 
relating to it, and the interest he took in them was as slight 
as his knowledge of them. He confided to the hands of Anto- 
nina a letter addressed to Anthimus and the other leaders of 
the Monophysite pa»ty, in which he really expressed opinions 
wholly in accordance with the Monophysite views, and signi- 
fied his agreement in faith with them ; but at the same time 
he craftily requested them, in order that he might keep on 
good terms with all parties, to be careful not to divulge what 
he had written, but rather to put on the appearance of being 
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particularly suspicious about his faith, so *-that he might the 
more easily accomplish what he had undertaken. 

While Vigilius then was thus bent on serving two parties, 
one . secretly , the other openly, it was out of the poA^er of 
Theodora to execute through him a single one of her projects ; 
for he took good care not to make any public declaration in 
accordance with her views. She thus found that her money 
and her intrigues had been expended to no purpose ; and, in 
being deceived herself in attempting to deceive others, she met 
the deserved punishment of cunning periidy. 

But, notwithstanding this, she did not yet give up her ob- 
ject ; and in the irresistible propensity of the emperor Justi- 
nian to decide on matters which he did not understand, in the 
various manifold strifes between the theological parties at 
court, and in the unprincipled character of Vigilius, she could 
still find means that flattered her with a more favourable pro- 
spect of accomplishing that object, or at least of involving the 
opponents of Monophysitism in a quarrel among themselves. 
The opportunity for doing this was as follows : The old Syrian 
church-teachers, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Ibas 
of Edessa, had, from the first, been special objects of the fanati- 
cal hatred and the heresy-hunting spirit of the Monophysite 
party. In th6 secret bargain which had procured for Vigilius 
the title of Roman bishop, he had pledged himself also to 
anathematize Theodore and Theodoret.* 

From what had happened in a different quarter, the Mono- 
physite court-party, who no longer dared to speak loud, found 
it in their power to unite with another party at court governed 
by a doctrinal interest entirely different from their own, for 
the accomplishment of this plan, which, as we see from the 
engagement entered into by Vigilius, had been long before 
projected. We must here cast a glance at certain events, 
which we shall notice more fully in another connection, but 
here only in a cursory manner. 

The doctrines and writings of Origen, wdth which but few 

• 

* In the above cited letter to the Monophysite bishops, he concludes 
with the words : Anathematizamus ergo Theodorum, Theodoretum et 
omnes qui eorum statuta coluerunt vel colunt. Even Facundus of Her- 
mione knew of this secret bargain of ambition, De ipsius episcopi 
Romani chirographis ambitionis impulsu, quura fieri arderet episcopus, 
parti alteri factis. Ep. ad Mocian. Sinnond. II. 593, E. 
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in the Oriental chul'ch were then accurately acquainted,, and 
which in the Western church were wholly unknown, had just 
at this time met with ^eat acceptance in the cloisters of Pales- 
tine ; and a party of enthusiastic Origenists had there risen up, 
who were violently opposed by the zealots* for the ortliodoxy of 
the church.* But this Origenistic party had so managed as to 
acquire great influence at court through the agency of two of 
their own abbots, Domitian, and particularly Theodore Ascidas. 
These had taken up their residence at Constantinople ; and, 
by the zeal which they showed in defence of the Chalcedoiiian 
council, won the special regard of the emperpr Justinian, and 
hence possessed ’ great influence in the palace."* He made 
Domitian bishop of Ancyra in Galatia ; Tlieodore Ascidas 
bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia ; but, notwithstanding these 
appointments, they resided at court still more tfian with their" 
communities, and used their whole influence to protect and to 
advance the party of their fellow-believers in Palestine. The 
patriarch Peter of Jerusalem, who was opposed to the Origen- 
ists, could not sustain himself against the influence of the power- 
ful court party, and was obliged, in spite of himself, to make 
many concessions, in order to preserve his patriarchal dignity 
gainst the court intrigues which under the emperor Justinian 
carried all before them. But could the eyes of the emperor be 
once opened to see what a heretic Origen had been, and what 
heresies were to be found in his writings, the Origenistic party 
was lost ; and how easily might this be brought about ! It 
actually was brought about by a coincidence of events coming 
from different quarters. 

The patriarch Peter of Jerusalem, who longed to be de- 
livered from the yoke of the Origenistic court party, instructed 
two abbots, who sided with the opponents of Origenism, to 
bring before him a formal complaint against the Origenists, 
setting forth the heresies of Origen in detail. This document 
he sent to the emperor with a letter, describing to him the 
commotions excited by the Origenistic party.f Besides this, 
Pelagius, the Apocrisiarus of the Roman bishop, had come to 
Palestine on some particular ecclesiastical business with which 
he had been entrusted by the emperor. He was then joined 

♦ tv ru vraXctricif Cyrilli Scytliopolitani 

vita S. Sabae, s. 83, Coteler. monumenta ecclesise Grsec 80 , T. 111. 

t L. c. vita Sabae, c. 85. 
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by four monks, who accompanied him froifi Palestine to Con- 
stantinople, for the purpose of laying before the emperor ex^ 
tracts from the writings of Origen, in proof of his heresies, 
and*©f procuring their condemnation.* To a Roman ecclesi- 
astic, the heresies of Origen would appear extremely dfingerous ; 
and perhaps Pelagius was governecl by motives of policy, even 
more than by a solicitude fur the purity of doctrines ; for he 
had long been jealous of the great power of Theodore Ascidas 
at the imperial court ;t and the condemnation of Origen’s 
doctrines, as heretical, would furnish him an opportune means 
of procuring his downfall. The patriarch Meiinas of Constan- 
tinople also, who doubtless had often felt ‘annoyed by the 
dominion of Theodore, readily entered into this plan ; and 
both united their efforts in urging the emperor to condemn 
Origen’s heresies. To the latter a welcome opportunity was 
here presented for establishing, by a religious edict, his autho- 
rity as lawgiver also for tlie church, which indeed was the 
grand object of his ambitoii.J In the year 541, he issued a 
document drawn out in detail, and addressed to the patriarch 
Mennas, which was perfectly in character with his despotic 
temper, and in which he endeavoured to show what a detest- 
able heretic Origen was, by enumerating the titles of the seve- 
ral heresies with which he had been furnished in the manner 
above described. He invited the patriarch to assemble a 
home synod” (o-vvo^oc ivhrj^ovaa), and cause Origen and his 
doctrines to be condemned. A copy of these synodal pro- 
ceedings should be sent to all bishops and abbots, to receive 
their respective signatures ; and, for the future, no person 
should be appointed a bishop or an abbot, without first con- 
demning Origen along with the other heretics.§ Similar let- 

♦ As the letter which the patriarch Peter of Jerusalem sent to Con- 
stantinople was the same in substance with that which these four monks 

? resented to the emperor, it might be that these monks, of whom 
aberatus speaks (c. S3), and whose names are given by Evagrius (IV. 
38), were no other than the delegates of the patriarch Peter, 
f Liberatus, 1. c. scmulus existens Theodore. 

I Liberatus. Annuit imperator facillime gaudens se de talibus causis 
judicium ferre. 

§ For according to the heautiful custom, introduced under the emperor 
* Justinian, in order to obtain a spiritual office, it was necessary to sub- 
, scribe such u condemnation of the most famous heretics, ett^Wixat «# 
fhuf iv vets yttwfAims X//8»XA5if dmhfi.art^efj^tvot. 
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ters the emperor Cilused to be despatched also to the other 
patriarchs. The execution of this measure would occasion no 
genera] disturbance, as the judgment of the church concerning 
Origen had long since been settled. Mennas held the synod 
required by the emperor, whicli decided according to the im- 
perial command. 

But the object which it was hoped to accomplish by this 
condemnation, namely to etiect the ruin of the .Origenistic 
party, was nevertheless defeated; for Theodore and Domitian 
sacrificed the truth, in order to save their owni interests and 
that of their party; as, indeed, great liberty of accommodating 
one’s self to circumstances was allovved by the principles of 
this Origenistic party, that the end sanctifies tiie means, and 
that the truth is not for all men. They likcwvise subscribed 
the decrees of the synod, and consequently nothing could be 
done to them,* They preserved tlieir authority at court, and 
could still secretly work none tlie less eflectually for the inter- 
est of the Origenistic party, insomneh that Theodore Ascidas 
ventured to threaten the patriarcii Peter that he w'ould cause 
him to be deposed unless he received the Origenisiic monks 
who had been expelled back again to their cloisters. f 

Doubtless, however, iiotwdthstanding their success for the 
present in defeating the plots of their adversaries, they could 
feel no securiry for the future amid circumstances so threaten- 
ing; for if their opponents could contrive to expose their 
hypocritical acquiescence in the condemnation of the Qrigen- 
i&tic heresies, and their secret machinations in favour of a 
party condemned by an imperial’ connnand, a heavy disgrace 
awaited them. They must, therefore, anticipate the blow 
which might so easily crush them, and endeavour to turn it 
upon their adversaries. They must seek to draw off* the at- 
tention of the emperor from the heresies of Origen, by occu- 
pying it with something else ; thus they, could unite with their 
other object the pleasure of taking revenge on their adver- 
saries, by attacking tiiem on the side of their doctrinal interests. 
All this was craftily combined in the plan of causing the 
anathema which ha-d been pronounced on Origen to fall back 
on the Syrian church teachers Theodore, Ibas, and Theodoret. 
Such a measure would not appear to have come directly from 


♦ Vita Sabje, c. 85, near the end. 


I Vita SabtC, c. 85* 
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MonOphysitisra, for even by men who woiiid never copsent to 
be called Monophysites, sentence of condamnation had in fact 
been pronounced, in the controversy with Nestorianism, upon 
Theodore, as likewise upon many of the controversial writings 
belonging to the first period of the theological polemics of 
Theodoret. The man who was considered a jnllar of ortho- 
doxy, Cyrill himself, though to be sure a favourer of Mono- 
physitism, had in fact condemned those Syrian church-teachers 
as heretics. But as those three church-teacliers had ever been 
special objects of hatred to the Monophysite party ; as tins 
party had long been labouring to procure their condemnation ; 
as two of them had been justified by the Chalcedonian council; 
such an attack would, of course, seem very much like a plot of 
the Monophysite party. What was known about the influence 
of the empress Theodora would serve to confirm this suspicion. 
The Origenistic party secured then, by this undertaking, an 
opportunity of vexing their opponents, who, like Mennas, 
were zealous defenders of the authority of tlie Chalcedonian 
council, and violently opi)osed to Monophysitism. They 
might expect that this proposal would create vastly greater 
commotions than the Origenistic controversies, and thus sink 
the latter in oblivion. They thus secured an opportunity also 
of forming an alliance with the court party favoured by the 
empress Theodora, which was still in existence, and of gaining 
in them an important support. Whether they were also ac- 
tuated in this case by the particular interest of a theological 
party in causing Theodore, an opponent of the Origenistic 
school, to be condemned as‘ a heretic, may remain doubtful, 
for this Origenistic prty were more particularly interested {n 
the peculiar doctrinal opinions of Origen, which, to be 
sure, were closely connected with his allegorical method of 
interpreting the Scriptures; but Theodore of Mopsuestia 
had, strictly speaking, attacked only the principles of that 
method, while, in other respects, he decidedly agreed with 
Origen in many of his peculiar views of doctrine ; as, for ex* 
ample; in the doctrine of restoration, which, under Origen's 
name, had been pronounced heretical.* 

* That Theodore Ascidas had it in view, by these new commotions 
■which he was the means of exciting, to bring the cause of Origen into 
oblivion, is not only asserted by Evagrius (iv. 38), rouTwf 

iipsXMiv IhXofv, but declared also by one of the beads of this party, 
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It wdtild be no clifficult matter to point out to the emperor 
Justinian many passages in the writings of Theodore, which 
could enot fail to appear to him extremely offensive ; and, 
besides this, it was possible here to take advantage, not only of 
his ruling passion generally, which was to set himself up as a 
lawgiver of ^he church, but also of another favourite plan, 
which at that very juncture he was agitating. He was using 
his efforts to bring back the Monophysites to reimke with the 
dominant church. For this reason, he was about to bring out 
tinder his own name a work in defence of the Chalcedonian 
council against the objections of the Monophysites. But now 
Theodore Ascidas and Domitiaii represented to him, that he 
would be able to effect his object in a much shorter and more 
certain way. The Monophysites, said they, particularly object 
to the council of Chalcedon and its adherents, that they have 
approved of Theodore, and of many writings of Theodoret and 
of Ibas of Edessa, which apparently favour Nestorianism. 
Now, if Theodore and those particular writings were con- 
demned, this charge would be at once refuted. An important 
obstacle which liad hitherto stood in the way of the recognition 
of the council of Chalcedon among the Monophysites, would 

Doraitian hiras?li, in a letter to the Roman bishop Vigilius: Hi vero 
qui proposuerunt hujusmodi (Origenis) dogma defendere, id implere 
nullo modo voluerimt ; sed talem relinquentes contiictum, conversi sunt 
adversus Theodoriim, et nioliri coeperunt, quatenus anathematizaretur et 
ille, ad abolitionem, ut putabant, eorum, qua? contra Origenem mota 
constiterant. Facund. Hermian. 1. i\. c. 4 . The same Facundus hints 
at the connection here with the schemes of the Monophysites : Horum 
(of the Origenists) satellitio functa gens Eutychianorum perfida, ea quee 
;|^r se contra Ch’alcedonense concilium saepe tentaverat, per ipsos latentes 
aggressa est, qui nobis non videbantur hac parte suspecti, 1, I. c. 2. 
Liberatus assigns, as the chief motive, the disparaging of the authority 
of the Chalcedonian council, and, as a subordinate one, the hostility to 
Theodore, because he had written against Origen, c. 24 : Eo quod Theo- 
dorus multa opuscula edidisset contra Origenem, et maxime quod syno- 
dus Chalcedonensis laudem ejus susceperit. The former is confirmed 
also by Facundus of Hermiane, when he says that Theodore, by his work 
written against Origen, de allegoria et historia, had drawn upon himself 
the hatred of the Origenists, 1. III. c. 6, unde odium Origenianorum in- 
currit. Still, however, it may have been nothing more than a wrong 
conclusion which led to this conjecture; for it is evident, for the reasons 
above cited, that this design was not connected, so very closely at least, 
with the interests of the Origenists ; but at the same time it might have 
been a subordinate motive in the minds of enthusiastic followers of 
Origen. # 
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thereby be removed at a single stroke ; ami if the emperor, by 
bringing about this condemnation, succeeded in restoring peace 
to tlie church, he would thereby confer on the church an 
immense obligation, and secure for himself an enduring 
renown.* Such a ]:)lan, so craftily presented, could not be 
otherwise than agreeable to Justinian ; and the more so, as the 
influential Theodora, who understood the whole affair, gave it 
her firm support. t 

The emperor was now urged to issue an edict as soon as 
possible on tliis subject ; for the party was well aware, that^ 
when he had once done this, he would consider it as a matter 
involving his own imperial authority and honour, and would 
never be turned from it. In the year 544, Justinian published 
the edict, which from the three repeatedly mentioned points of 
which it treats, afterwards obtained the name of the edict de 
tribus capitulis (Trepi rpiwv K€(pa\ai'(oy). lly this edict, which 
is known to us only from fragments, the anathema was pro- 
nounced on the person of J'lieodore and on his writings, on 
Theodoret’s writings against Cyrill, and on the letter of lbas,J 
as well as on all the defenders of the three chapters. The 
emperor was desirous, at the same time, of carefully guarding 
against everything which might seem like a disparagement of 
the authority of the Chalcedonian council, extending the 
anathema to those also who should draw any inference from 
this document to the prejudice of the council of Chalcedon. 

This edict was now, in the first place, sent through the 
whole empire, and laid before the bishops, for the purpose of 
obtaining their written assent to it. Had it been posbible in 
this way to secure the individual votes of all or of a majority 
of the bishops, the matter could be so represented as if the 
edict had been received by the whole church. But, in the 
case of an edict of this sort, the thing was not so easy to be 
effected as in the case of the edict against Origen ; for the new 
edict appeared at once to be an attack on the authority of the 
council of Chalcedon, and a favouring of the Monophysites. 
Very much depended on the votes of the four patriarchs of the 
East, as these had the greatest weight with the other bishops. 

* Tiberat. c. 24. Scribendi laborem eum non debere pati, quando 
compendio posset acephalos omnes ad suara communionem addacere. 

t As Liberatus expressly intimates, 1. c. 

t Designedly ^expressed as follows : Qu® dicitvr ab Iba esse 
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The patriarch M ennas of Constantinople expressed himself at 
first utterly opposed to the substance of the edict, because he 
saw ii\^t a disparagement of the authority of the council of 
Chalcedon. He declared, next, that he ^would wait till* he 
could learn wliat was the decision of the Roman bishop. At 
length, howev .r, he yielded to the authority of the emperor, 
and gave in his written acquiescence, but with the proviso 
that, in case the Roman bishop declared against the*condemna' 
tion of the three chapters, his own declaration should be with- 
drawn.* So it turned also with the other three patriarchs of 
the East, who in the first place declared against it, but were 
induced, on being threatened that they should be deposed, to 
subscribe their assent. •(“ The example thus set was now fol- 
lowed by the other bishops. | Those who subscribed, received 
splendid gifts ; the few who declined, were deposed and banLshed.§ 

But, if th^ emperor found it easy to carry through his 
design in the East, which was so accustomed to slavish 
obedience, he met with a more determined resistance, from tiie 
first, among the bishops and clergy in North Africa, which 
country, just liberated from the desj)otism of the Vandals, was 
about to be exposed to that of the Byzantines. Here a more 
independent ayd free spirit in church life had been transmitted 
from the school of the great Augustin. Here, men had 
learned how to contend for the faith under the persecution of 
the Vandal kings. Those only who had already become 
accustomed to change their opinions like a coat, to please tiie 
party in power, — v/ho under the Vandals had been Allans, and 
under Justinian had again exchanged Arianisrn for a zealous 
adoption of the Nicene doctrine, — entered now also warmly 
into the condemnation of the three articles. || When the 

* Facundus Hermianeiis. 1. IV. c. 4. Facundus here very justly re- 
proaches him with being more concerned about the judgment of man 
than the judgment of God. In quo satis osteiidit, de judicio 'se potius 
humano, quam divino esse solicitum. f Facundus, 1. c. 

X A characteristic description of the Greek bishops is to be found in 
a document of this period : Sunt Grseci episcopi habentes divites et opu- 
leutas ecclesias, et non patiuntur duos menses a rerum ecclesiasticorum 
dominatione suspend! : pro qua re secundum tempus et secundum voluri- 
tatem principum quicquid ab eis qusesitum fuerit, sine alteratione con- 
septiunt. From the letter of the Roman clergy to the Frankish envoys 
at Constantinople. Mansi Concil. T. IX. f. 153. 

§ Liberatus, towards the end. * 

I As Facundus (lib. contra Mocianum) says of a certain one ; Qui 
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imperial edict with the demand for signatures first arrived in 
North Africa, the bishop Pontianus replied to the emperor, 
that those writings to which the edict referred were as yet 
unknown in those parts. But, even if they were acqifainted 
with those works, and if they found in them much that was at 
variance with the doctrines of the faith, they might be on their 
guard against such passages, but would not hastily condemn 
their authors, who were already dead. If such writers were 
still living, an(i would not themselves condemn the errors 
objected to them, then with all propriety they might be cour 
demned ; but now, they stood before the infallible ju(%e, 
from whom there was no appeal. He concluded with saying, 
that the emperor Avould do well to take heed, lest, in seeking 
to condemn persons who were already dead, he might fall mto 
the great mistake of condemning many now living to death for 
their disobedience, and lest he should at last * be called ^to 
account for this by him who would come to judge the quick 
and the dead. As among the Africans, so also among the 
bishops of Illyria and of Dalmatia, the edict met with deter- 
mined resistance. 

So many tokens of an unfavourable disposition towards the 
imperial edict having manifested themselves in the Western 
church, where the arm of Byzantine despotism was not so 
strong, it seemed the more important to the emperor that the 
people of the West should be wrought upon through some 
weighty authority in the church. Hence, above all, he must 
seek to gain over the voice of the Roman bishOp Vigilius, from 
whom, owing to the fickleness of his character, no very decided 
resistance was to be apprehended ; and who had in truth, 
already pledged himself in favour of the Mon ophy site party ; 
a fact of which the emperor, indeed, was not aware, but 
which was doubtless well remembered by the party which had 
a hand in all these intrigues. Vigilius, who possessed neither 
the learning, nor the independent judgment in theology which 
qualified him to decide with safety on these disputed matters, 
was, in all probability, the person who, at the very outset, 
instructed his two deacons, Anatolius and Pelagius, to get a 
learned ecclesiastic of Carthage, the deacon Fulgentius Fer- 

Wandalis regoantibus Arianus fuit deinde imperio succedente Romano 
cum tempore versus est, ut catholicus videretur, nunc etiam de palatio 
prsejudiciis religionis catholicae exortis, eadem sequitur, ; 
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randus,* t0"drawup au opinion oirthis subiect. They directed 
him to consult with the bishop of Carthage, or with other wise 
and judicious men ; and they themselves expressed a suspicion, 
irom which doubtless we may infer what was the then diijposi- 
tion of Vigilius himself, that thi«; whole business might have 
originated in a secret plot of the Monophysite party, j 

Thereupon, Fulgentius Ferrandus, in a free spirited reply, 
declared decidedly against the reception of the imperial edict, 
for three several reasons : — I. The supreme authority of general 
councils, particularly of tliose held witli the consent of the 
Kc«nan church, which, according to the sacred scriptures, held 
the first rank. Hence wifcat had once been decided by the 
council of Chalcedon, ought not to be subjectf^d to any new 
investigation. Let the decisions of the council be attacked, 
even but in a single article, and its entire authority was 
immediately unsettled. A distinction between determinations 
of fact and determinations of doctrine he would not admit to 
have any force. — II. That persons deceased w^re removed 
from the jurisdiction of a human tribunal ; and, for the sake of 
the dead, an occasion of offence ought not to be placed in the 
way of the living. — HI. No individual man should attempt to 
procure for his writings, by the subscriptions of many, that 
authority which die catholic church conceded only to the holy 
scriptures. No such fetters ought to be imposed on the judg- 
ment of church-teachers : it should be left free for each to 
determine, with regard to the dictum of an individual, what he 

* This Ferrandus is also known to us through his work entitled 
Christian Kules of Life (qualis esse debeat dux religiosus in actibus 
militaribus), written for the Comes lleginus, who probably filled the 
post of governor of North Africa. In this production he shows himself 
to be a man quite zealous and alive fi»r practical Christianity, actuated 
by a warm philanthropy, and as fearlessly independent as he was pru- 
dent and sensible. He warned the count against the tricks whereby the 
governors of this period contrived to gain the emperor’s favour, deceiving 
him with regard to the lamentable condition of the provinces, and finally 
bringing the latter to the ver> verge of ruin. He gives the count the 
following seven rules, which he goes on to unfold and^explain : 1. Gra- 
tiae Dei adjutorium tibi necessarium per singulos actus crede. II. Vita 
tua speculum sit, ubi milites tui videant, quid agere debent. 111. Non 
prseesse appetas ; sed prodesse. IV. Dilige rempljblicam sicut te ipsum. 
V. Humanis divina praepone. VI. Noli esse multum Justus. VII. Me- 
mento te esse Christianum. 

t Facund. Hermian, 1. IV. c. 3. 

VOl4- IV. 


s 
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felt obliged to approve, and what to condemn. Men should 
not bind themselves by such subscriptions^ if they would leave 
themselves any opportunity of correcting their judgment after- 
wards on a clearer manifestation of the triith.^ Vigilhis ap- 
peared resolved at first to follow the principles here expressed ; 
but the emperor hoped still to overcome his scruples, by means 
which his absolute sovereignty put within his power ; and, as 
it was so very important to make sure of the voice of the 
Koman bishop, he sent for him lo come to Constantinople. He 
admonished liim, with the y>atriarchs and other bishops, to 
study for that peace which Christ loved more than all sacri- 
fices. But Vigilius did not seem inclined to follow this ad- 
monition, in the sense in whicii the emperor intended it ; for, 
while on his journey, he wrote to the })atriarch Mennas, that 
thg peace of Christ was a different thing from the peace of the 
world.j* After his arrival at Constantinople, a.d. 547, he 
•bore himself at first according to the same spirit. He gave 
notice to the patriarch Mennas, and all the bishops who hud 
concurred in the condemnation of the three articles, of his in- 
tention to withdraw from the fellowship of the church. J But 
his firmness did not last long. He suffered himself to be 
drawn, in the first place, into a secret written declaration, 
condemning the three articles.§ ‘ Tiirough Vigilius, the em- 
peror now sought to work upon a synod assembled at Con- 
stantinople ; and the Roman bishop himself was anxious to 
give his first public declarations, in this way, a more advan- 
tageous appearance, and, by issuing tiiem in fellowship with 
the large body of bishops, to secure himself from the reproaches 
which he had reason to apprehend. But owing to the energetic 
resistance of the IS orth-African bishops, especially of Facundus 
of^Hermiane, this hope was defeated. Vigilius having failed 

* A noble protest in favour of freedom of theological inquiry against 
an effort of this sort to fetter the universal judgment ; Patienter ferat 
pins scriptor sollicitudinem piam requirentium veritatem, nec festinet 
auditorum tenere manuui ; sed per suavem sensum paratus meliora sen- 
tientibus consentire, L. c. c. 8. ' 

f Lib. contra Mocianiim, 594, A, 

I Contra Mocian. 594, D, Theophanes, in the twentieth year of Jus- 
tinian’s reign, but where things which happened at different times are 
confounded. 

I Occulta ejus ante judicium pollicitatio tenebatur, in qua se spopon- 
dit eadem capituia damnaturum, c. Mocian. 592, P. 
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of his purpose in assembly of bishops, he made the experi- 
ment of negociating with them individually; and in thisVay 
he was more successful. lie contrived to bri))g it about, that 
his first public declaration, his so-called judicafum^ appeared 
witli the signature of seventy bishops ;* but this step pro- 
voked agairi 't himself a serious opposition. Even the two 
deacons who accompanied him, Rusticus and Sebastian, ven- 
tured to stand against him ; and they took ca/e that the 
judicatum of Vigilius should speedily be spread far and wide. 
They accused him of having detracted from the authority of 
thfe Chalcedonian council ; tliey w^ere not afraid even to 
renounce church -fellowship with him, and a party of the 
clergy took sides with them. Vigilius, it is true, in a letter 
describing their conduct, and full of invectives, pronounced 
on them sentence of deposition ;t but he had against him the 
public opinion of the Western church. The free-minded 
voices of the North- African bishops would here have great 
influence. 

Among these is to be named especially the bishop Facundus 
of Herniiane. Having first entered into a thorough investiga- 
tion of the questions in dispute, he came to a decision, and 
ever afterwards abode with unshaken constancy by the result 
at which he had arrived with clear conviction. In defence of 
it he wrote a treatise eminently characterized by qualities 
seldom to be met wdth in this age, — a freedom of spirit 
unshackled by human fear, and a candid, thorough criticism, 
superior in many respects to the prejudices of the times.| 
Nobly did he protest against the uncalled for dogmatism 
w’hich had ever been the source of so much mischief to the 
Greek church : these useless disputes having in fact proceeded 
from no other cause. “ While,” he said,"‘'in all other arts 
and occupations, no one presumed to pass judgment on what 
he had never^ learned ; in matters of theology, on the con- 
trary, they who learned the least were the most arrogant and 
peremptory in tlieir judgments.§ When the civil power over- 

♦ Contra Mocian. 593, c. and the prefiice to the work of Facundus pro 
defens, trium capitulor. 

t See epistola ad Kusticum ei Sebastianum. Harduin. Concil. T. iii. 
f. 176, t Pro defensione trium capitulonim libri XII. 

§ L. XII. c. 4. Nam et suas habent officinas vel artifices omnia qu® 
ex proposito doceri.videmus. Nunquam enim de textrino personae 

s 2 
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stejjped its province, it might indeed plunge numbers in ruin, 
by misleading them to deny the truth v. ith their lips ; but 
still it could never effect its object, for it could not instil into 
the minds of men other convictions than they had : its’ power 
reached only to what was outward, pot to the soul.’’*^ He 
spoke with scorn of those bishops who accused themselves in 
pleading, in excuse of their behaviour, the constraint under 
which they, were placed : for it was not even the force of tor- 
ture, but only the fear of the emperor’s displeasure, which had 
brought them to yield. I As if,” said he, “ we had been 
ordained bishops for no other ])urpose than to be enriched by 
the presents of princes, and to sit. with them among the high 
authorities of the state. Bui if, amidst the many cares of the 
state, through the deceitful arts of the wicked, of which there 
is never any lack, anything has been admitted by them which 
tended to injure the church or to disturb its peace, as if it 
were not our duty to set before them the truth for their own 
benefit, and, if it be necessary, to resi.st tliem with the autho- 
rity of religion, and patiently endure their displeasure if we 
must incur itt If (xod should now raise up an Ambrose,” 
said he, “ there would not fail to be a Theodosius.” § 


incudes audivimus et ignem illic in fornacihus aiihelare. Nunquam 
eomperimus a sutore qiisosituiu qua? enjusque fabricea longitudini pro- 
portio latitiidinis conyeniret ct quanta utriusque coiigrueret altitude, 
quoniara illi iiitegre scire possunt, qui ab ipsiiis arlis sunt prceceptoribus 
instituti. Solae in contemptu sunt divina? litersc, quae iiec suam scholam 
nec magistros habent, et de quibus peritissirae disputare se credat qui 
nunquam didicit. 

* Eisi vocem coiitradictionis abstulerit, animum certe miitare non 
potuit. Aliquos jus mundana? potestatis ecclesise valet auferre, nullum 
tamen sibi acqiiirere. 

f Against the excuse of Vigil ius: Nos contra respondimus, quod ultro 
per ambitionem pollicitatione facta peccaverit, nec uUa sustiuuerit tor- 
menta, quibus cessis<?e credatur. Contra Mocian. f. .59J. 

I Quasi vero propter hoc tautum ordinati sumus episcopi, ut ditemur 
principum donis, et cum eis inter maximas potestates consedeamus, tan- 
quam divini sacerddtii privilegiis fulti: sicubi auteni failaciis maligno- 
rum, quBB nullis temporibus defiierunt, aliquid eis inter tantas reipublicse 
suse curas subreptum fuerit, quod ecclesise Dei pra'jndicet vel ecclesire 
pacem turbet, non eis debeamus pro ipsonim solute quse sunt vera sug- 
gerere, et si necesse fuerit, religionis auctoritate resistere, ac patientes 
offensionem quoque illorunj, si acciderit, sustinere. L. IV. c. 4. 

§ Si nunc Deus aliquem Ambrosium suscitaret, etiam Theodosius non 
deesset. L. XH. f. 584, D. 
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Although Vig’ilius reprimanded his antagonists with a'tune' 
of autliority, yet heVas not so firm as he wished to appear. 
The examples of the North- African and Illyrian bishops must 
have given him some sensations of shame. The North Afri- 
cans had formally excommunicated him by a synodal decree, 
reserving to iiim nothing but the penance of the church.^ 
The general voice of the Western church, which accused him 
of betraying the church out of regard for men, 'was by no 
means a matter of indifference to him. lie wished to take 
back with a good grace wliat he iiad declared and sworn in so 
many different ways. To open the way for this, he impor- 
tuned the emperor that he would cause the decision of the 
matter to be referred to a general council, which the Western 
bishops also should attend. In the midst of a large multitude, 
the individual, forsooth, would have less to fear. Nor was 
the emperor by any means disinclined to this measure ; for he 
could not but welcome the opportunity which such an assem- 
bly would afford him of putting down, by an overwhelming 
church authority, the opposition to the condemnation of the 
three articles ; and the more, as religious agitations might 
bring on a political ferment dangerous to the unsettled state 
of his 11 ewly« founded Western empire. Now, as a general 
council would pass a decision of so much greater weight, 
Vigilius prevailed on the emperor to give up to him for the 
present his own judicatum. Justinian was resolved, however, 
that his edict against the three articles should not fail, and 
that he would use the council only as an instrument for its 
confirmation and execution ; but as he had no great confi- 
dence perhaps in the fickle-minded Vigilius, he detewnined to 
make sure of him by putting him under an oath. And 
Vigilius was pusillanimous enough to take such an oath as the 
emperor was pleased to dictate, — an oath by which he bound 
himself to the degradation of acting as the emperor’s blind 
instrument and secret spy. He promised in it, that, heart and 
hand with the emperor, he would do all in his power to carry 
through the condemnation of the three articles. In defence of 
4;hem he would neither directly nor indirectly do or say any- 
thing, nor enter into any secret councils. And should any 

* See the Chronicle of the African bishop Victor of Tununum. 
Canisii lectiones antiqna;, ed. Basnage, T. I. f. 332. 
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Individual propose to him anything^ that conflicted with these 
decisions, anything that concerned the three articles or the 
faith, or that was contrary to the interests of the state, he would 
make* the individual known to the emperor, as well as all that 
he said, on condition, however, that the emperor should not 
attempt the life of any such person, and, out of regard for the 
honour of his sacred office, that he should not betray the 
informer. lie was quite sensible, then, in what sort of light 
he must appear, as a Roman bishop, playing such a part.* 
The empeior, having, as he supposed, made sure of Vigilius, 
summoned, in 551, the bishops from Illyria and from North 
Africa, to a council to be held at Constantinople. The former 
did not attend, as they perfectly understood the object in view, 
and were resolved to have nothing to do with it. A part of 
the African bishops complied with the summons. The em- 
peror endeavoured to mo\e them by briber, by friendly words, 
and by threats. Several stood out firmly against his arbitrary 
will ; and these suffered violent persecutions, partly under the 
false charge of political offences. Among these latter was the 
bishop Repara tus. of Caithage, who was deposed from his office 
and condemned to exile; and his chief agent (Apocrisiarius), 
the deacon Primasius, obtained, as his reward fo"^ condemning 
the three articles, privilege of being thrust as their bishop 
on the unwilling church of Carthage. j* Not without tumults 
and bloodshed! the churches in North Africa were deprived of 
their beloved bishops ; wdnle others were substituted in their 
place, who consented to serve as the slaves of the court. The 

• The wiords of Vigilms, taken fiom the form of the oath, published 
first by Baluz, are : Et si quis mihi aliquid contrarium dixerit a«t de 
ifttis capituhs, aut de fide aut contra rcmpublicam, istum sine mortis 
periculo pictati \cbti<e maniftstabo et quse mihi locutus cst, ita ut prop- 
ter locum meum personam meam non prodas. Mansi Concil. T. IX. f. 

mi, 

f This Primasms should not be confounded with another Primasius, 
bishop of the city of Aduimetum m Buzazene, who was at first steadfast, 
but afterwards consenttd to take a bribe Perhaps this latter is the 
same person who is the author of the commentarj on the epistles of Paul 
ami on the Bevelation. ^ 

I Procopius says of the femperor .Tustinian, of whom, in general, he 
judges more correctly than the Gieek historians of this time : ft; 

rU «‘TavTaf iy arfov})^ ^oyott ovtivi repf 

fly yaff oj tposos tLai, fjtn <r)j; 

« rsktttrSvns rt/x^/sv ovtij. Hist, atcau. c. 13. 
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governor of this province made search for all those bishops, of. 
Vkhoin it might be expected that, owing to their character, or 
to their want of an independent theological judgment of their 
own, they might be easily led, and sent them to Constantinpple, 
to add by their presence tO the numbef of those who con- 
demned the t’lree articles.* 

When Justinian found it impossible to do as he wished with 
the bishops of Illyria, Dalmatia, and North Africa, he next 
proceeded to urge the bishop Yigilius to unite with the obe- 
dient Greeks in condemning the three articles. Disregarding 
his remonstrances, he issued a new edict still more full in its 
details, which wore the appearance rather of a doctrinal trea- 
tise than of an imperial decree. This, as it would appear, 
contained a justification of the sentence against Theodore ; and 
hence a number of pretended blasphemous expressions were 
cited from his works, and many of the passages chosen for this 
purpose only betrayed the exceedingly narrow mind of the in- 
quisitorial judge. At the same time he defended himself 
against the reproach, that such a sentence tended to impair the 
authority of the council of Chalcedon ; and he now supposed 
that he had deprived the Moiiophysites of all reasonable 
excuse for remaining separated from the dominant church. 
This edict "Yigilius was required to subscribe, but the ex- 
ample^ of the North- African and Illyrian bi^hops had given 
him courage. lie sent to demand of the emperor that he 
should revoke his edict ; he ought to wait for the common de- 
cision of the bishops, and either cause the Western bishops, 
who had taken offence at wdiat had hitherto been done, to 
attend the assembly in person, or else permit them freely*to 
give in their written opinions. He threatened all who should 
receive the imperial edict, with excommunication. Such down- 
right contradiction was more than the despotic Justinian could 
bear. Vigilius was obliged, in August 551, to take refuge 
from the wTath of the emperor in a church. f An imperial 
officer with an armed force attempting to remove him from 
that glace, he fled to the altar, to which he clung so firmly, 

* $ee the narratives of the bishop Victor of Tununum, who was 
himself obliged to suffer exile, imprisonment, and bodily ill-treatment, 
Its a defenJer of the three articles ; and the report of the Romaji clergy 
to the Frankish envoys. 

t Bcati Petri basilica in Ormisda. 
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that.it came near being overturned ^^ith himself to the 
ground.* f 

The emperor having at length promised him safety upon his 
wor4 and oath, he returned to his usual residence, where, how- 
ever, he wafc> treated like a prisoner. Disgusted at this con- 
finement, he escaped during the night, two days before the 
Christmas festival, not without considerable danger, and took 
refuge in the church of St. Euphema, at Clialcedon. When 
the emperor invited him once more, by an honourable embassy, 
to leave this asylum, and promised to give him the most 
sacred pledges of personal security, Vigilius sent back the 
reply, that no further sacred pledges were needed, if lie would 
but restore back to the church the peace it enjoyed under his 
uncle Justinus. But the emperor, who wEhed and hoped for 
the co-operation of Yigilius in carrying out his designs on the 
council, entered into a new tiaiu of negociations with him, and 
at length succeeded in persuading him to leave the church. 

From seven to eight years having now passed amidst these 
unfruitful controversies, which, destitute of all doctrinal in- 
terest, proceeded solely from the intiigues of court-parties 
and from the arbitrary will of an individual (the Roman 
bishop having been now detained six years to no purpose at 
Constantinople), it w^as finally determined that a general coun- 
cil for the determination of this dispute should be assembled 
Ct Const an tinople, in the year 553, under the patriarch Euty- 
ehius f — a great undertaking for au object w^hich, measured 

* In his letter of complaint ad universum populura Dei : Et super nos 
eUam ipsa altaris mensa ceciderat, nisi clericorum nostrorum fuisset 
'nianibus sustent ita. Theophaues chronograph. ’EKtikv 

ro ^utruttrT^^iov Ktovocsy xoe.) roVTovg *ars<rr/>S”v^s 

f This Eutychms, general superintendent (Ka^oX/xos) of all the mohks 
in the metropolitan church of Amosea in Poiitus, had just at that time 
been sent to Constantinople by his bishop, as his representative at the 
Couhcil, when the old patriarch Mennas died there. By his zeal (per- 
haps on Ms part, with his narrow views, honestly meant) against the 
heresies of Theodore of Mopsuestia, and for the condemnation Of the 
tliree%rticles, he gained the particular favour of the emperor. Among 
other things, it is said that Justinian — which accords well with ms taste 
—was hi^ly gratified when Eutychius, in answer to those who would 
not allow that it was permitted to anathematize the dead, affirmed it as 
a certam truth, that men were both warranted and in duty bound to pro* 
nounce the anathema on heretics even after their death; for king Josiah 
had caused the very bones of the priests of Baal to be burned after their 
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by its intrinsic importance, was so comparatively insignifoant. 
When Vigilius was •invited to take part in this council, he 
declined ; but declared himself ready, within the space of 
twenty days, to hand in his written judgjnent on the w^ole 
matter; and, in case he did not fulfil his engagement within 
that term, to iccede to all the decrees of the council. The * 
latter accordingly proceeded to their business, independently, 
and without waiting for the decision of the Koman bishop. 
Tigilius fulfilled his promise, and published his decision in his 
comtitutum ad imperatorem. In this he declared, indeed, 
that the propositions which had been taken from the writings 
of Theodore of Mopsuestia were heretical ; but immediately 
subjoined, that it was never allowable to condemn, after his 
death, a teacher who had died in the communion of the 
Church. The writings, however, of Theodore! and of Ibas, 
having been approved by the council of Chalcedon, could not 
be rejected without impairing the authority of that council. 
Everything which might be done or written against this deci- 
sion, from whomsoever it might come, lie declared to be null 
and void. The emperor, who regarded himself to be the su- 
preme lawgiver of the church, thereupon sent a letter to the 
assembled ccgincil, in wliich he declared that Vigilius had, by 
his defence of tiie erroneous doctrines of Nestorius and Theo- 
dore, and their companions, cut himself off from the fellowship 
of the church, and his name should therefore be expunged 
from the church records. He made a distinction, however, 
between the person of the individual Roman bishop and the 
apostolic see or the Roman church ; the fellowship of the latter 
should thereby be in nowise affected. The council followed 
the emperor’s orders, and decided according to the imperial 
edict. The anathema was pronounced on the person and the 
doctrines of Theodore as well as on the defenders of tliem ; 
but with regard to Theodore! and Ibas, only on those parti- 
cular writings, because both had afterwards recalled their 
erroneous doctrines, and accordingly had been acknowledged 
as orthodox by the Chalcedonian council. All who refused to 
submit to this judgment should, if they were ecclesiastics, be 

death. (2 Chron. xxxiv.) Justinian rewarded his zeal by bestowing on 
him the patriarchate. See the account of the life of Eutychius, by the 
presbyter Eustratius, in the Greek, in actis sanctorum. Appendix to 
the vi. April, s. 22. 
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deposed from their places, and, if laymen, b'e excommunicated. 
Aecordinj^ly, several worthy bi&hops of Illyria and of North 
Africa, who did not } ield to the ruling power, were deposed 
frorrr their places and banished. 

The strong desire to be released, and be permitted to return 
I home to his bishopric, caused Vigilius again, and for the last 
time, to waver. He agreed finally to a new declaration, in 
which he retracted all he had written in defence of the three 
articles, and confirmed the decrees of the council at Constant 
tinople. Upon this he obtained permission to I’eturn to Rome, 
hut died on the journey, a.d. ^ 55 . 

Thus, then, the arbitrary will of an emperor, governed by 
court intrigues, brought it about, that a gieat cliurch-teacher, 
whose influence had been of no small weight on the de-^ 
velopment of theological doctiines, should be denounced as a 
heretic ; while the fickle mind of a Roman bishop, whose in- 
stability of character made liim the sport of circumstances, 
must triumph over the better spirit of the Western church. 

But what was tlie result of these disputes? The project 
that ho^e^ed befo/e the imagination of the emperor, of uniting 
the Monophysites with the dominant church, was not attained ; 
for the authority of the council of Chalcedon, which was held 
fast by the majority, remained an abiding wall of separation 
between the two parties. And Western church arose a 

new schism, which continued to exist in the following times, 
as the effect of the condenination pronounce^ by the council of 
Constantinople, and adopted by the Roman church. The 
churches of Istria, and all those which stood under the metro- 
politan of Aquilejd, renounced, on this account, the fellow- 
ship of the Roman church. 

As the emperor Justinian, in the matters of which we have 
thus far spoken, w as made use of sometimes by this and some- 
times by the oilier court-party, as an instrument of their 
intrigues, while he supposed himself to be zealously contend- 
ing for the purity of doctrines; so towards the end of his 
reign, subservient to the same party passions, and legislating 
on matters which he did not understand,* he was upon the eve 
of calling forth new disastrous controversies in the Oriental 

/ttfy fitnuoaj olfiupt rp rou Seaiw So 

Procopius describes him, hist, arcana, c, 18. 
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church. A party among the Monophysites, who followed the 
doctrines of Xenayas and of the bishop Julian of Halicar- 
nassusj, derived, as a necessary consequence from the union of 
the Deity and humanity in one nature in Christ, the pii@po- 
*sition, similar to one wliich had already been maintained by 
Clement of i'Jexandria and Hilary of Poictiers, that the bcxly 
of Christ, even during his earthly life, was not subjected, by 
any necessity of nature,* to sensuous affections and wants, 
such as hunger, thirst, and pain ; but that, by a free determi- 
nation of his own wall (/ca/ oiKovoiiiav'), he subjected himself 
to all these things for the salvation of man : — which view went 
under the name of Aphthartodocclism. 

It is easy to see that this theory, seriously as the purely 
human element in Christ was thereby affected, would be 
agreeable to many, who were actuated by a misconceived 
desire of honouring Christ by depriving him of all human 
affections. And moreover, the adherents of the doctrine of 
the two natures might suppose, they could consider this as a 
consequence flowing from the union of the two natures in one 
person ; — just as, on several other points, they agreed with the 
Monophysites, — namely, in approving the expressions, God 
was born,” ‘‘^God suffered,” and in denying all want of know- 
ledge on the side of Christ’s human nature (or Agnoetism, as 
it was called). Perhaps, at the same time, a secret court- 
party favouring the Monophysites, although their head, the 
empress Theodora, had long since died, had a hand in this 
matter. And certainly the enemies of the patriarch Euty- 
chius of Constantinople could not have devised a better means 
to involve him in controversy, and perhaps indeed to bring 
upon him the ^U)ole displeasure of the emperor. j" As the 
emperor Justinian was strongly inclined to favour the most 
extravagant expressions which caused the human attributes of 
Christ to be entirely forgotten in the divine ; as he had 
already, wliile a minister of state under the preceding reign, 

4e All that was included in the conception of of the 

as a consequence of sin. ^ 

t The biographer of Eutychius* accuses the Origcnists especially of 
participating in these plots. This charge may indeed have arisen from 
the hatred of a heretical party ; at the same time, however, Aphtharto- 
dtjKjetism might easily be held in connection with the peculiar views of 
this party. 
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and afterwards at the beginning of his own reign, zealously 
defended the formula, which also was first^brought into use by 
Monophy sites,* “ One of the Trinity suffered,'’ when Jt was 
introduced into the^ church by certain Scythian and Gonstan- 
tinopolitan monks (the so-called Theopaschites) ; as he had, 
pin 533, confirmed this formula by an edict, and given himself 
no rest till it was adopted also in the Homan church ; so now, 
in his advaHced age, he thought he could do no greater work 
for the honour of Christ and the expiy-gation of his own sins, 
than, by a new edict, to make Aplithartodocetism a law^ 
Already was it determined to force obedience to this edict 
after the usual manner ; alread}^ had the patriarch Eutychius 
of Constantinople'l' been deposed and banislied for contradict- 
ing it ; already a similar fate was threatening Anastatius, the 
patriarch of Antioch ; and partly a new disgraceful bondage, 
partly new inward distractions, were impending over the 
whole Oriental church, when, by the deatli of this emperor — 
whidi followed soon after — an emperor whose long reign had 
been the occasion of the greatest mischiefs in the Greek 
church, it was delivered, a.d. 565, from these new evils. 


APPENDIX. 

THE -FORMATION OF SEPARATE CHURCH PARTIES, IN CON- 
SEQUENCE OF THESE DISPUTES, BEYOND THE LIMITS OF 
THE ROMAN EMPIRE. 

While the several cliurch parties which grew up out of these 
controversies within the Roman empire had to yield to the 
sovereign power; in other lands, where a different religion 
from Christianity was the religion of the state, they were at 
full liberty to express and to propagate themselves ; and the 
hostile relation in whicii they stood to the ruling church doc- 

* As an addition to the Trisagion. 

f Entychius conducted himself with firmness and dignity : he per- 
sisted, even after a thrice-repeated summons, in protesting against the 
judgment of an illegal synod. 
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trine in the Roman* empire contributed, in those countries, to 
render the government favourably disposed to them. 

Tlii^ was true, especially of the Nestorians. The most emi- 
nent seat, from which this sect extended itself in Persia^was 
a flourishing school for the education of Persian divines in 
the city of Efh3ssa, in Mesopotamia. This city now became, ♦ 
immediately after the conclusion of the first Ephesian council, 
the theatre of the most violent disputes w hich grew out of the 
opposite view^s of doctrine which then agitated the church. 
-The bishop of this city, whose name was Rabulas (see above), 
and who, before this, was on friendly terms with the other 
Syrian church- teachers, had, at a later period, attached him- 
self wholly to the si{le of the ])atriarc]i Cyrill ; and he asso- 
ciated himself w ith the most violent zealots against that which 
went under the name of Nestorianism, insomuch that he even 
ventured publicly to pronounce the anathema on tln^se vene- 
rated teachers of the Syrian church, Diodorus and Theodore. 
He met with a determined resistance, however, from many of 
the clergy, and especially from the presbyter Ibas, a person 
who stood in high estimation, and to wdiom the teachers of the 
above-mentioned Persian school attached themselves. The 
latter were banished by the tyrannical Rabulas ; and, by their 
means, first a tendency favourable to Nestorianism w^as intro- 
duced into Persia. Still more, however, did the presbyter 
Ibas himself, by his famous letter to the bishop hlares or 
Maris, of Hardaschir, in Persia, and by translating the works 
of Theodore and Diodorus into the Persian church language, 
which was the Syriac, contribute to difluse, if not a predilec- 
tion for Nestorius, yet an aversion to Cyrill, and a tendency of 
doctrine with which zeal for the tenets of Nestorius might 
easily be associated. In this letter to the bishop Maris lie 
appears by no means as a friend of Nestorius. He says that 
this latter, as well as Cyrill, had given offence by his contro- 
versial writings. He blames him for having drawn dowm 
accusations on himself by his attack on the name ^toroKOfj, 
applied to Mary ; as in truth all the moderate Orientals were 
agreed on tliis point with Ibas. But yet he spoke with more 
rancour against Cyrill, w^^hom he accused of teaching the one- 
ness of nature of the deity and humanity, and of falling into 
Apollinarianism. 

When Ibas wrote this letter, the above-mentioned treaty of 
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coalition had been concluded betwixt Cyrirll and the Orientals* 
Ibas announced it with great triumph to his friend : he 
regarded the confession of faith laid down by the bishop 
Cyrill as a recantation on his part, — as a token of the victory 
of pure doctrine, and of the universal restoration of tran- 
quillity.^ 

Very soon, no doubt, he must see that he had been deceived 
in his expectations, as may be gathered from what has been 
related above ; for he liimself had in truth a great deal to 
suffer for a long time afterwards, until he was justified by the 
council of Chalcedon, from the enthusiasts for the doctrine of 
CyrilL In the meantime he became, in 435, the successor of 
Rabulas, as bishop of Edessa. By his means, probably, the 
seminary for Persian churcli-teachers was re-established, and 
it regained once more its former influence. The persecutions 
which Ibas afterwards had to suffer from the zealots of the 
opposite party, and the behaviour of this party, under the guid- 
ance of a Dioscurus, ail this would of course be only suited to 
confirm the Persian Christians in their predilection for the 
oppressed party, to which they liad attached themselves. 

But the indivi(iual who contributed most to found and es- 
tablish the Nestorian church in Persia, was Barsuraas, one of 
those Persian teachers wiio had been driven away^by the bishop 
Rabulas. Ills long and active labours, from 435 to ’489, as 
bishop of the city of Isisibis, gave him the best opportunity 
for this. Although the accounts of later Jacobite historians, 

» especially such as Abulpharagius and Barhebraeus of the 
thirteenth century, j* respecting the artifices he is said to have 
employed to determine tiie Persian king, Pherozes, in favour 
of his own party and against the dominant church of the 
Roman empire, do not appear to be altogether worthy of 
credit ; yet there can at least be no doubt that political reasons 
must have moved the Persian kings to favour a separation of 
the Christians of their kingdom from the Christians of the 
Roman empire, and Barsumas doubtless might skilfully tni*n 
tliese reasons to the advantage of his own party’, 

1?fhen, in the year 496, Babaeus, who was one of this party, 

* The fragment of this letter is in the Acta Concil. Chalc, act. X. 
Harduin. II. f- 530. 

t See especially the extracts from them, Assemani, bibL oriental. T. 
ntp. if. 39b<fec. 
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became, as patrial^?h of Seleucia, the head of the Persian 
church, he held a synod, by which tlie Ncbtorian church-party 
was completely oiganized. It became diijtinginsiied also from 
the rest of the oriental church, by allowing bishops and ^pres- 
byters to marry.* 

The Greek cmpeior Zeno broke up, it is true, in the year 
489, the Persian seminary at Edcssa, on account of its Nes- 
torianism. Ihe consequence of this, however, was. the transfer 
of the school to JSdsibis, where it could freely develope itself 
under the Persian go\ eminent, and only tlounshed so much the 
more. From tliis school arose otiiers among this church-party ; 
and through many centuries it contributed to diffuse great en- 
thusiasm for Christian knowledge and theological culture, and 
particularly for biblical studies, to which the ^piritof a Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia had given the incentives ; and the Nesto- 
riau churclies became an impoitant instrument of diffusing 
Christianity in Eastern Asia. 

The same was ti ue also with regard to the propagation of 
the Monophysite party. In Egypt, the native country and 
proper home of tliis sect, it ever continued to exercise an im- 
portant influence. But, when the emperor Justiiiian sought to 
enforce ther^ as elsewhere, the recognition of the authority of 
the council of Ctidlcedon, and to appoint those as bishops there 
who were devoted to the doctrinal system of that council, the 
Monophysites of this country renounced their connection with 
the dominant cliurch, and maintained themselves as an inde- 
pendent sect, under their own patiiarchs. Their party, after 
all that had transpired before, must have been the most nu- 
merous one. As the Egyptian church was the mother of the 
Ethiopian, this state of things would naturally have an influence 
also on the church in Ethiopia. 

Th^ Monophybite churflr developed itself with more freedom 
in Armenia. The persecutions waged against the Monophysites 
probably contributed to bring about the insurrection of the pro- 
vince of Greater Armenia, which facilitated the conquest of 
this country by the Persians. To the Pei sian ruler Chosroes, 
the separation of his new^ Christian subjects from the Christians 
of the Roman empire would, of course, be welcome, aiid he 
Was desirous of confirming it. Under him, Nierses, the first 
bishop or catholicus of the Armenian church, held a synod 
* Assemani HI. 2 , f. 79. 



272 


MONOPHYSITKS IN AKMENIA. JACOBITES. 


at Xl^riven, in 536, at which the Mondphysite system was 
confirmed, and the anathema pronounced f>n the Chalcedonian 
council. 

Xbe credit of having done most to preserve, establish, and 
extend the Monophysite party in Syria and the adjacent 
countries, belongs to a man distinguished for indefatigable 
zeal in the cause to which he had devoted* himself, for enter- 
' prising activity and a courage that despised all dangers. In 
those regions, owing to the deficiency of clergy, of which 
the emperor Justinian had found means to deprive them, the 
Monophysite party was threatened with becoming gradually . 
extinct, when certain imprisoned bishops of this s.ect united 
together, and ordained, as the general metropolitan of their 
church, the monk and presbyter Jacob, from the cloister of 
Phasitla, in the district of Kisibis, a man inured to depri- 
vations and hardsliips, and of unshaken firmness and constancy. 
With great rapidity, and not without many dangers, he 
traversed, under the disguise of a beggar,* the Syrian pro- 
vinces and those adjacent ; he confirmed, by his exhortations, 
the oppressed party, and ordained clergy for them ; he gave 
them a superior in the patriarch of Antioch ; and laboured for 
them himself during a period of thirty-three years, until a.b. 
578, as a bishop, probably at Edessa. From him proceeded 
the name of Jacobites, w^hich was applied sometimes to the 
whole sect, sometimes to a part of it only. 

The peculiar bent of mind, however, in w^hich the Mono- 
physite system had originated, could not fail of soon becoming 
the source of internal divisions among themselves — that spirit 
which turned away from living Christianity, and w'ould fain 
cohfine the essence of faith to these or the other dogmatic 
formulas. The doctrine of the one nature of Christ, for the 
sake of which they had separated #oni the dominant church, 
still contained matter enough for dialectical disputes ; and the 
differences which now^ began to be discussed among themselves, 
showed how completely, notwithstanding the controversy had 
originally a deeper foundation, men had finally lost themselves 
in wilful disputes about terms and phrases, without any dispo- 
sition to understand one another in respect to the conceptions 

"'■* From this circumstance, it is said, he received the surname Al 
Baradai — Baradaeus, the man in rags. 
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attached to them. *rhus, in fact, it came about, that amidst 
these controversies, many' among the Mo|iopbysite parry agreed 
in their doctrinal views with the adherents of the Chalcedonian 
council, except that they always substituted, instead of 4wo 
natures in one person, one nature in one person. Thus the 
party of Sever’ ^s, at Alexandria, maintained that deity and 
humanity, although united in one nature, yet retained unaltered 
the attributes corresponding to their proper essence^ and they 
agreed, therefore, in this respect, with the doctrinal conceptions 
ef the Ciialcedonian council. Stephanas, suriiamed Niobes 
(Nio/3r?c or Nto/3nc)j mi Alexandrian rhetorician or sophist, 
found something inconsistent in this view, judged from the 
position of Monoph^ysitism ; and he became the founder of a 
distinct party, who were called Niobites. 

This disputed question was extended to the spiritual and 
corporeal attributes of Christ’s humanity. Severus maintained, 
conformably to his principles, and agreeing in tliis respect 
with the Duophysites, the doctrine of Phthartodocetism in 
opposition to Julian of Halicarnassus. Thcinistins, a deacon 
at Alexandria, who belonged to the party of Severus, in 
applying this principle to the soul of Christ, fell, in truth, 
into the sanie^species of Agnoetism^ which had already been 
denounced as heresy in Theodore of Mopsuestia. 

By the controversies of the Moiiophysites with tlie theologians 
of the dominant church, the stmly of dialectics was greatly 
promoted in their theological schools ; and this study found 
abundant nourishment in the works of Aristotle, who, still 
earlier than this, had by many been united with, or even 
preferred before Plato.^ Dialectical acuteness was thu's ex- 
cited ; and it is only to be lamented that it should have been, 
for the most part, wasted upon such unprofitable investigations, 
and could only move within the contracted circle of the church 
system of doctrine then in vogue. Yet trained in the midst of 
this sect were two men, eminently distinguished for freedom 

As early as the end of the fourth century, Libanius, in speaking of 
such as had come from the schools of Athens, mentions, in connection 
■with the cloak, not the Academy and Plato, but the Lyceum and 
Aristotle. See Libanius’ Discourse rovi th Tm ^rat'^uav abrov d'ra- 
Vol. III. e(l. Reiske, p. 438. So in fact the Armenian* 
David, who was educated at Athens, introduced the study of Aristotle 
into Armenia, near the close of the fifth century. See Memoires sur la 
vie et'les ouvrages de David, par C. F. Neumann. Paris, 1829. 

VOL. IV, . T 
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and originality of mind. One of them, tlie learned an# acute 
John, surnamed, on Recount of his literary activity, the la- 
borious (o (ptXoTTovoc), lived in the last times of the sixth, 
and«4:he be,>iiining of the seventh century. He was an Apolo- 
gist,* and a zealous polemical divine.| .While he was intend- 
ing to attack, with his Aristotelian dialectics, the adherents of 
the Chalcedonian council, and was thereby led to employ the 
conceptual determinations of Aristotle, after a very inadequate 
manner, in explaining and unfolding the doctrine of the 
Trinity, as, it is said, had been done already by Ascusnages, a 
learned Monophysite, at Constantinople, he drew upon himself 
the charge of heresy from the side of his own party. He was 
wishing, namely, to show his opponents, that; if they taught 
the doctrine of two natures in Christ, they must necessarily 
suppose also two hypostases. To make this out, he distin- 
guished, as an Aristotelian, the twofold employment of the 
term nature ((pvau:)- By this was understood either the uni- 
versal conception of the kind (the eiBoc kvvTToararov), or 
nature in the concrete, the individual beings in which the 
universal was expressed and coined into particular existence 
(the iZioavffTaTOQ Tt]Q (bvcreioc vTrapiic, the drofia). Now, 
when men spoke of two natures in Christ, they certainly did 
not understand, by the divine nature, the common divine 
essence, but the divine I^ogos, one of the three hypostases, in 
which the community of the divine nature, as of the divine 
essence, was contained. Even in speaking of a human nature, 
the human nature in general was not here meant ; else it would 
be necessary to say, that the Logos united himself with all the 
men who ever had lived or who ever would live, for all these 
certainly belonged to the universal conception of the kind ; but 
an altogether determinate human nature was meant, with which 
alone, among all, the Logos united himself in this manner. It 
was plain, therefore, that in this employment of it, the 
tetm was perfectly identical with the term vTrdffraarig^ 

^ He wrote against Proclus and Jamblichus. Against the work of 
the latter, in defence of image worship. Pbotius (see Cod. 215) was not 
entirely satisfied with this work. Did Philoponiis perhaps express him- 
, self on this occasion against images after the same manner as the Mono- 
ph/site Xenayas ? 

t In his commentary on the History of the Creation, he attacked with 
the Aristotelian logic, particularly, Theodore of Mopsuestia. 
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and that acco^ding15^ in supposing two natures, it wou^d he 
necessary to suppose also two hypostases in Christ.* Now, by 
fixing upon sucii comparisons as these, which Philoponus 
employed, his enemies might, not without plausible grounds, 
accuse him of making the conception of "the divine essence a 
mere conception of the kind, and of thus falling into Tritheism. 
To the very same result came the scliool-man, Gilbert of 
Poictiers, in the twelfth century, by a like employment of 
Aristotelian formulas. 

The second of these men, ^Stephan us Gobarus (^Te<pnvoQ 
0 yoj^apog), belongs also 1 o the party founded by Philoponus. 

know, it is true, of but one book under his name, from the 
list of its contents by Pliotins but this suffices to signalize 
him as a man of rare freedom of spirit for these times.. While 
others ainied, for the most part, simply to point out the com- 
mon church tradition in the teachings of the ancient church, 
and while the differences among tliein were willingly kept out 
of view ; this man, on the contrary, ventured to bring together 
the opposite affirmative and negative decisions of the ancient 
church-teachers on doctrinal and exegetical questions, in some 
cases on important points, under twenty-five heads ; and among 
these were to be found several expressions of venerated fathers 
of the churcfi, which at that time might well appear offensive. 
Certain it could not have been his object in this, to exalt the 
authority of the church tradition. 

As it was frequently the case, that in opposition to, or along- 
side of, the dialectic bent, a mystical tendency developed itself 
in theology, so it happened also among the Monophysites, A 
cloister at Edessa,J in Mesopotamia, had for its head, in the 
last times of the fifth century, an abbot by the name of Bar 
Sudaili, who had busied himself in various ways with that 
mystic theology which always formed one of the ground- 
tendencies of the Oriental Monachisra, and from which had 
proceeded the writings fabricated in the name of Dionysius the 
Areopagite ; as in fact he appeals to the writings of a certain 

♦ See the interesting fragment from the polemical work which Philo- 
ponus wrote, entitled o the arbitrator, in Joannes Damascenus 

de haeresibus. 

f Cod. 232. 

X From these districts came also the Euchites (see vol. HI. page 341), 
in whose mysticism a good deal of a kindred character may be found. 

T 2 
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Hieretheos, whom the Pseudo-Dionysius calls his teacher.* 
He stood at first on intimate terms with the most eminent 
Monophysite teachers, and was very highly esteemed by them. 
But^^ his mystic theology came into conflict with the church 
doctrine, he drew upon himself the most violent attacks. 
Espousing the peculiar views of Monophysitisni, and more 
particularly as they were apprehended by the party of Xenayas, 
he maintained, that as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are one 
divine essence, and as the humanity formed one nature with 
the godhead in Christ, and Ids body became of like essence to 
the divinity (was deified), so through him all fallen beings 
should also be exalted to unity with God, in this way would 
become one with God ; so that God, as Paul expresses it, 
should be all in all. 

If it is true, as it is related, f that on the walls of his cell 
were found written the words, All creatures are of the same 
essence with God \ve must suppose that he extended this 
assertion so as to include not only all rational beings, but all 
creatures of every kind, and that his theory was — as all 
existence proceeded by an original emanation from God, so by 
redemption all existence, once more refined and ennobled, 
would return back to him. But the question then arises, 
whether he understood this, after the pantheistic manner, as a 
return to the divine essence with the loss of all self-siibsistent, 
individual existence (as it has often been observed, that mysti- 
cism runs into pantheism) ; or whether lie supposed that, with 

* In the Pseudo-Dionysian writings cited by him there were 
xm (ground- works of theology), and vfJLvoi (alluding 

to love in the sense of the mystics). Abulpharagius (in Assemarii B. O. 
T. II. f. 291) says that Bar Sudaili fabricated a book under the name of 
this Hierotheus, in confirmation of his owm peculiar Opinions ; but he 
adds himself, that by many it was held to be a work of Hierotheus, It 
is probably therefore a mere conjecture of this Monophysite author, that 
Bar Sudaili was the writer of that book. It might possibly be that Bar 
Sudaili found an older apocryphal book, under this name, among the 
monks, and used it in support of his doctrines. 

f This, however, may perhaps have been an invention of his enemies ; 
since in fact they also affirmed, as the inscription was no longer to be 
fotind in his cell, he had erased it, w'hen the thing began to be noised 
abroad. The same opinion is said to have been expressed in his books, 
only in a more concealed manner ; but it may be a question, whether 
men did not imply in these writings a sense foreign to their true con- 
tents, from hostile feelings or from misconception. 
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the coming* into exhscence of finite beings, sin also necesi?&rily 
made its appearance, biit that by the redemption this con- 
trariety was removed, and now at length the individual exis- 
tence of the creature should continue to. subsist, as such, in 
union with Gorl. Oar information is too scanty to enable us 
to decide this nnestion.* As a transition -point to that univer- 
sal restoration, he supposed a millennial kingdom of exalted 
happiness on earth at the close of the earthly conrse of tlie 
world. That he entertained the same sensual notions respect- 
ing this millennial reign as the older Chiliasts, we cannot 
assume to be proved by the accusations of his opponents 
without the addition of more'decisive testimony, Tliis would 
not be consistent, at le-ast, with his mystic theology ; and his 
mystical expressions might easily be misconstrued by those wlio 
considered them in a hostile spirit. But neither are we war- 
ranted to pronounce the charge utterly false ; for combinations 
of a mystical and a sensuous tendency admit of being psycho- 
logically explained, and are not without example. Like the 
older Chiliasts, Bar Sudaili taught that the Sabbath of that 
millennial period of rest, the Suncl;iy, answered to the com- 
mencement of a new, higher, eternal order of world, after the 
universal restoration. By means of a mystical interpretation 
of the Bible, he sought to introduce his doctrines into the 
sacred scriptures, and for this purpose wrote commentaries on 
the Psalms. He boasted of higher revelations, whereby the 
more profound sense of scripture had been laid open to him. 
He called the sacred scriptures dreams, and his own exposi- 
tions the interj)retation of dreams. It was assuredly not his 
intention by this to disparage the authority of the Bible, but 
only, after the usual manner of the Theosophists, to mark 
their obscurity for ordinary men. The Bible contained 
nothing but hints, intimations of higher mysteries, and hence 
could be understood only by those to whom the Spirit com- 
municated the intuitions of these mysteries. But when this 
person was accused of having declared all sacraments to be 
superfluous, as well as all moral discipline, of having taught 
that each individual might live according to his own sinful 
lusts; it is evident, froru the way in which these charges are 

♦ See the letter of the Monophysite bishop Xenayas to Abraham and 
Orestes, presbyters of Edessa m Assemani. T. II. t 30 . 
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laid,*that they proceeded solely from an unjust fabrication of 
consequences. ■ Because Bar Sudaili* taught the destiny of all 
would at length be the same by reason of the universal restora- 
tion^ it was inferred that, according to this doctrine, then, 
nothing at all depended on the different conduct of men, and 
each individual who continued to live in his sins would never- 
theless share at last in the same blessedness with all the others ; 
but Bar Stidaili would certainly have been far from admitting 
the correctness of these inferences. 

C. — Anthr^ology. 

From that part of the Christian system of faith which, as we 
remarked in the introduction to this section, received its first 
shaping in the Oriental cimrch, conformably to its predomi- 
nant speculative tendency, from theology in the more restricted 
sense of the term, we pass next to Anthropology, with the 
development of which, amid the contrariety of views there 
appearing, the Western chiu ch particularly busied itself. We 
noticed already, in the preceding period, the germs of opposite 
tendencies in the mode of apprehending the doctrines connected 
with this subject ; from these germs, unfolded to more decided 
and strongly marked opposition to one another, the controver- 
sies of this period proceeded. As the central doctrine of 
Christianity, tiie doctrine of the redemption, in opposing itself 
to the delusive notion of a moral self-sufficiency, presupposes, 
on the one hand, the sense of moral iiisufficiericj^, of an inward 
schism, and the feeling thence resulting of the need of redemp- 
tion \ on the other hand, the sense of moral freedom, which 
imputes to itself guilt, and appropriates the offered redemp- 
tion — as Christianity announces itself, on the one hand, as a 
new transforming moral creation, as a new element of life 
changing and ennobling the entire human nature, and, on the 
other, attaches itself to the kindred moral nature of man, 
purifies this from all that is foreign, and takes it up into itself, 
in order to a free, harmonious development of its individuality 
of character — so the relation of Christianity to human nature 
could make its appearance in the dogmatic consciousness some- 
times more on one of these sides, and sometimes more on the 
other. One of these particular modes of apprehension made 
its appearance in North Africa, through Tertullian ; the Other, 
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in the Alexandrian* church, particularly through Clement and 
Origen ; while yet jthe two modes* of apprehension were still 
preserved in union with each other by the Christian conscious- 
ness Ifing at their root. One of these tendencies, then, con- 
tinued, generally speaking, to be the predominant* one in tht 
Oriental, the other the predominant one in the Occidental 
church. The ense of corruption, the consequent feeling of the 
need of redemption in man's nature, of grace as a power for 
the moral transformation of the corrupt nature — this was parti- 
cularly unfolded in the Western chiircli ; while, at the same 
time, however, the church still persisted in regarding the free 
moral self-determination as the condition presupposed by the 
in working of this higher, divine principle. In the Oriental 
church, on the other liand, Clnistiauity was also acknowdedged, 
it is true, as a divine conuimiiication of life, transcending the 
limits of man’s original nature : in Christianity there was 
acknowledged to be a higher divine creation ; and, proceeding 
from the first sin, there was acknowledged to be a corruption 
of human nature, which must be cured by the redemption. It 
w^as regarded in particular as a consequence of the first sin, 
that human nature had become subjected to mortality, to 
sensuous defects and excitement, and to the manifold tempta- 
tions of sin.^ But althougli this view of the redemption as a 
remedy for existing evil w'as not repelled, yet the view of the 
redemption as a new^ glorious creation w^as made still more 
prominent. These two different modes of appreliension corre- 
sponded, in fact, to tw^o different courses of culture pursued by 
the individual, according as the case was, that, either from a 
strongly pronounced consciousness of guilt, he came to the 
gospel out of a sudden great crisis of the inner life, or had 
unfolded himself by a more gradual and regulated progress 
within Chuistianity itself, appropriating human nature from the 
first stages of its development. In the Oriental church, it was 
simply held to be essential to affirm grace and free-will at the 
same time, without attempting exactly to define the relation of 
the two to each other ; it was only sought carefully to avoid 
everything that might seem to favour arbitrary will on the 
part of God in the election of men, — an unconditioned prede- 

The ffZfia. and tfjiTahs^ as contradistinguished from the earlier 
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termination, which might seem to impair • the doctrine of the 
divine love and justice, anrf of man’s free-will. To the mode 
of treating these doctrines in the Oriental church, we shall 
return again hereafter. * 

As examples to show how these doctrines were apprehended 
in the Western church, previous to the breaking-out of these 
disputes, we will lay open the systems of Hilary of Poictiers, 
and of Ambrose of Milan. 

In considering the scheme of doctrine which prevailed 
among the Latins, it is important to notice, that, in their 
ancient translation of the New Testament, the words icf S wdv- 
TEQ ^fxaprov (Rom. v. 12) were rendered, ‘‘ in quo omnes pec- 
caverunt.” This furnished some apparent ground for the- 
representation, that all mankind sinned in Adam ; thougl^ u^e 
by no means intend to say that the above erroneous transla- 
tion was the only ground on which such a doctrine reposed. 
The ground of it, doubtless, lay still deeper than that, in facts 
and enigmas of the moral self-consciousness — in the same 
which also presented a fopthold for the various schemes of 
doctrine concerning the soul’s pre-existence. At all events, 
however, this erroneous translation was the means of bringing 
it about, that the above repr^entation of all mankind having 
sinned in Adam should be universally received *’as an unde- 
niable foundation of doctrine. This proposition, Hilary of 
Poictiers makes his starting point, when, in commenting on 
Matt, xviii. 13, he understands by the ninety and nine sheep 
which went not astray, the angels, and by the one lost sheep, 
mankind ; inasmuch as all humanity partook in the one sin of 
Adam.* As to the way in which this connection of the sin 
of Adam with the sin of mankind is to be conceived, it is a 
point which he explains no farther ; but this much is clear, 
that from this he derived a sinful inclination cle^-ving to all 
men, as, for example, where he speaks of sins to which men 
are led by the bent of their nature. j* Accordingly he says, 
that by baptism we are delivered from the sins of our birth, 
are separated from the propensities of pur progenitors, and 

» Commentar. in Matth. xviii. s. 6. Ovis una homo intelligendiis est, 
et sub homine uno universitas sentienda est. Sed in unius Adse errore 
onlne hominum genus aberravit. ^ 

t Ad hsee nos vitia naturaj nostrae propellit instinctus. Tract, in Ts. 
i. s. 4. ^ 
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lay aside the old man with }iis sins and his unbelief.* • Ail 
iiioral evil, however, Hilary seems to refer to the sensuous 
nature; while in the soul he recognizes the indestructible 
image of God.j Thus the contrariety betwixt the inner^and 
the outer man is to him no other than that betwixt spirit and 
sense.f To him all ' men appear standing- in need of the 
forgiveness of sin, by l eason of the moral defects which cleave 
to them. “ The works of righteousness,” says Im 3, “ would 
not be sufficient to deserve perfect blessedness, unless the 
mercy of Goa, in those cases where the will was bent on 
righteousness, also forbore to impute those faults which pro- 
ceed from the fluctuation and inconstancy of the human 
passions.”§ Human mutability, dependence on the incon- 
stancy of the affections, preclude, according to Hilary, the 
possibility of perfect virtue. In comparison with God, no 
man can be called good. There is no perfect virtue but that 
which remains unchangeably the same. In man we can speak 
only of relative goodness: in single moments a man may be 
called good, either with reference to his intentions or to his 
actions ; but this is not an abiding state with him — a view of 
the matter, we must allow, which proceeds from a somewhat 
superficial w^y of considering it, since in moral life the in- 
dividual moment- do not admit of being thus insulated from 
their connection with the whole. “ Human passions,” says he, 
“ vary by alternation : thus, for example, by injuries man is 
irritated ; by fear he is disturbed ; by love he is differently 
affected ; by hatred he is impelled, etc. But still, in the 
moments when our will or our act is a good one, it cannot be 
otherwise than that we should be what we are.”[] The words 

^ In Matth. x. s. 21. Ab originis nostrae peccatis atque auctoribus 
separamur, a patrls et matris affectionibus dissidemus, veterem cum pec- 
catis atque infidelitate sua hominem exucntes, 

f Thus he says of Job ; Formatus intra matris vulvam et per virtutem 
Creatoris in substantia aniinae ad Dei sui imaginorn flpir ita?, eum qui 
ex incremeiito acceesit profectum editi corporis ci»i:gcmi.'c:t. in qno sibi 
in malis seculi et infirmitatibus carnis vitiisque vivendmn sit. In Ps. 
cxix. s. 12. 

% Cum interior homo spiritus opera desiderat, exterior voluptates cor- 
j^ris concupiscit. In Ps. cxxix. s. 6. 

§ Non enim ipsa ilia justitim opera sufficient ad perfectse beatitudinis 
meritum, nisi raisericordia Dei etiam in hoc justitise voUmtate humana'- 
ram demutationum et motuum vitia non reputet. In Ps. li. s. 2.*!. 

II Idcirco perfecta bonitas in nuUo est, quia earn naturalium pertarba- 
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of Christ, that he was not corpe to calf the righteous but 
sinners to repentance, he explains as follows ; — Our Saviour 
would thereby have us to understand that as lie was cpme in 
behalf of all, so all must see themselves to be sinners, in 
order to partake of the salvation which is through him.* So 
he says, “ By faith, that is obtained which the law could not 
bring to pass ; faith alone justifies.’’! . But justification is 
manifestly to be understood here in the objective sense. Ac- 
cording to this, then, we might suppose Hilary would have 
been unwilling to admit the possibility of a righteousness^ 
consisting in the fulfilment of the law. This, liowever, is not 
his opinion. We find here a want of clearness in respect to 
the conception of the law, which afterwards, as we shall see, 
presented a foothold for Pelagianism. Failing to distinguish 
the two different modes of apprehending tlie law, first accord- 
ing to its eternal, divine matter, its spirit and essence; and 
secondly, the law in its particular Mosaic form, in the out- 
ward statutes of this politico-theocratical constitution, the law 
expressed in commandments having reference to outward 
actions ; — failing to distinguish and hold apart lliese two dif- 
ferent applications of the conception, and having his mind 
fixed on the last-mentioned reference, he was ei^abled to dis- 
tinguish the standing ground of a righteousness consisting in 
the fulfilment of the law, by wliich one might, even without 
any knowledge of Christ, attain to a certain stage of blessed- 
ness, and the standing ground of the higher righteousness by 
faith, which could be communicated only through Christ.} 
In proof of such a standing ground of righteousness by the 
law, he refers to tlie words of Paul (Horn. x. 5), in which, we 

tionum incentiva demutaut. Sed tamen, cum in bonitatis sumus vel volun- 
tate vel gestis, non possum us vel tuuc non hoc esse quod sumus. Et quamvis 
imperfect! ad id simus, nec semper id simus, quod tamen sumus in tem- 
pore licet per iiatur* infirmitatem demutationi bonitatis obnoxiis, non 
adimitur nobis bonos iios vel turn esse cum sumus. In Ps. lii> s. 11. 

* Omnibus venerat. Quomodo ergo non se justis venisse dicit? 
Brant ergo, quibus necesse non erat, ut veniret? Sed nemo Justus ex lege 
est Osteiidit ergo, inanem justitige esse jactantiam. In Matth. ix. s. 2. 

f Remissum est a Christo, quod lex laxare non poterat; fides enim 
sola justificat. In Matth. viii. s. 6. 

I Nec ambiguum est, eos in vivenfmm libro esse, qui antea sine nllo 
Christi cognitione pie in lege versati omnia prsescripta le^is impleverint. 
Scribuntur autem in libro justorum, quibus justitia Christus est factus. 
In Ps. Ixviii. s, 24. 
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must allow, he applies a meaning altogetlier opposed k) the 
thought of the apostle;^ as if he intended to say that, on 
the striding ground of law, it would have been possible for 
man to really fnltij it by works, and thus^ attain to life. #But 
this mistake grew out of his neglecting to distinguish the sense 
of tlie word according to the original connection in which it 
is employed in the Old Testament, and according to the appli- 
cation given to it by the apostle Paul. Over against the 
laborious and painful righteousness of the law, and the sin- 
burdened life of the world, lie places the gentle yoke of Christ 
under whicli the practice of goodness is made easy by love ; 
though in this ease he fails rightly to explain how this is con- 
nected with, and grounded in, the peculiar principle of the 
new Christian life. Those who painfully struggle along/’ 
says he, “ under the difficulties of the law, and those who are 
burdened with tlie sins of the Avorld, Christ calls to himself; 
and he promises to make tlieir way easy and their burden 
light, if they will but take his yoke u])on them, that is, 
subject themselves to his commands, and come to him under 
the holy sacrament of the cross ; because he is meek and lowly 
of heart, and they shall therein (by submitting to Ids com- 
mands) find#rest to their souls : holding out the allurement of 
an easy yoke and a light burden, tliat he may bestow on those 
who believe on him tlie knowledge of the true good. And 
what easier, what lighter burden is there than this ; to take 
delight in abstaining from sin, in willing what is good, in 
loving all men, in hating none, -in attaining to things eternal, 
in not being carried away by things present and temporal, in 
being unMdlling to do to others what you would not choose to 
suffer yourself.”! Kow the only thing made prominent here 

In the passage just cited : De quibus secundum legem apostolus 
Paulas ita docuit : quia qui fecerit ea, vivet in illis. 

t In Matth. xi. s. Id, Legis deinde difficultatibus laborantes et peccatis 
seculi oneratos ad se advocat, demtnrumque se laborem onusque promit- 
tit, si modo ejus jugum tollant, maiidatorum scilicet suorum prsecepta 
suscipiant, euraque sacraraento crucis adeant, qui corde humilis et mitis 
sit, et in his animabus suis requiem inveniant; jugi suavis et ievis oneris 
blandimenta proponens, ut credentibus ejus boni scieiitiam prsestet, quod 
solus ipse uovit in Patre. Et quid jugo ipsius suavius, quid onere levius, 
probabilem fieri, scelere abstinere, bonum velle, malum nolle, amare 
omnes, odisse nullum, sterna consequi, praesentibus non capi, nolle in- 
ferre alteri, quod ipsi sibi perpeti sit molestum ? 
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is thft standing ground of a new and higher moral knowledge ; 
yet, in addition to this, we must take from other passages the 
sense of the forgiveness of sin imparted by Christ ; nor /should 
we Qeglect to notice the sacramentum criicis, of which mention 
is here made. Moreover, he undoubtedly presupposes the 
communication through Christ of a new principle of divine 
life — which belongs to the essence of the justitia ridei, — to 
jusiihcation in the subjective sense ; since he constantly ad- 
mits the necessity of a co-operation of grace and free-will, in 
order to the vigoious growth of the Christian life. 

Thus he says,* As the organs of man’s body cannot 
exercise their activity unless certain other causes supervene, 
as, for example, the eye cannot see if there be no light, so 
the human soul ever 2)ossesses indeed the capacity of knowing 
God ; but, unless it receives by faith the gift of the Holy 
Ghost, it will not attain to the light of that knowledge. Yet 
the gift of Christ is free for each man’s acceptance, and that 
whicli is denied to none is bestowed on each, just so far as he 
will receive it. The Holy Spirit is the light of the soul ; but 
we must long after it, we must labour to participate in it, and 
then preserve it within us, by faithful obedience to the divine 
commands.”! “It is the extreme of folly and pf impiety,” 
says he in another place,! “ not to see clearly that we live in 
dependence on God, and derive everything from God, and, 
in whatever we undertake or expect, to rely chiefly on our 
own ability, when the truth is, that whoever has anything in 
himself can have it only from God. To God, then, must all 
our hopes be directed.” He considers it very important to 
set forth distinctly, that all the operations of divine grace are 
conditioned on man’s free-will, — to repel everything which 
might serve to favour the notion of a natural necessity, or of 
an unconditional divine predestination. He quotes Ps. Iviii. o, 
to prove that sin cannot be considered as anything innate, 
but must be referred to a guilty hardening of the will ;§ for 

De triaitate, 1. II. s. 35. 

f Kxpetendus est, promerendus est, et deinceps prccceptorum fide 
atqae observatione retineiidus. To the term promereri, according to the 
Latin usus loquendi of this period, the conception of merit, in th^e sti’ict 
sense of the term, is not to be attached. 

I 5l, s. 20. 

§ In Ps. Ivii. s. 3. Ne vitium referri posset ad originem, prasdurata; 
in his ad obediendum voluntatis crimen exprobrat. 



HILARY OF POICTIERS. 


285 


Ihe godless man is fiere compared to a serpent that stops its 
ear to tlie voice of llm charmer.* Every day is tlie word of 
God h^ld forth in opposition to the power of sin in man, to 
ward off and overc(\iie it. They who hearken not to .the 
voice of the gospel are therefore the generation of vipers.* 
Expounding t!ie scriptures conformably with his doctrinal 
interest, he con id find even in the passage, Korn. ix. 13, which 
is altogether at variance with his fundamental position, nothing 
else than a divine predestination conditioned on the fore- 
Jvnowledge *of the bent of the human will.t Eor the rest, it 
may be gathered from what has been said, how much remained 
still vague and self-contradictory in the doctrine of Hilary. 
There was a necessily for new developments, and a more dis- 
tinct presentation of oppositions hitherto concealed. 

Ambrose may well be regarded as forming the intermediate 
link between the course of doctrinal dcvelo]>ment which had 
till now prevailed in the Western church, and the great man 
from whom a new epoch commences ; — namely, Augustin. 
Ambrose expresses liimself still more strongly tlian Hilary on 
the moral corruption of man, and its connection with the first 
sin. Thus he says:J We all liave sinned in the first man; 
and, with tht; propagation of the 7iature, the propagation of 
the guilt also ha.^: passed from one to all. In him, human 
nature sinned.” In one aspect, the corruption which passed 
from the first parent to all his posterity seems to be derived 
from the l^w of natural propagation ; in another, a certain 
inherent connection seems to be. supposed between the first 
member of the human race, as one in -whom the whole kind 
was already contained in the germ, and ail the later members 
of thd race ; as indeed Ambrose was already led to this view 
by the phrase “ in quo” in the Latin version of Romans v. 12 ; 
which expression was referred to Adam.§ This idea was after- 

* L. c. Cum ei (antique serpeuti) quotidie ne fallat, ne subrepat, ne 
mordeat, etiam sub divini nominis deimntiatione mandetur, et tamen 
obstructo desaevit apditu : ex quo non obedientes evarigelio natio vipera* 
rum sunt. 

f L. c. Sic Esau alienatus ab utero est, cum major minor! servi- 
turus/etiam aritequam existeret, nuntiatur, Deo futurin non nescio volun- 
tatis, ipso potius hoc sciente, quam aliquo ad necessitatem genito na- 
turamque peccati. 

I Apologia David altera, s. 71. 

J Exposit. Evang. Lucae, 1. VII. p. 234. ^Potest et hie in uno accipi 
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wards more fully developed by the philosophical realism of 
Augustin. Yet Ambrose speaks, in other places, only of the 
personal guilt which each individual man has to bear,* and 
derives from the first sin nothing but ihe excitement to sin.f 
Concerning grace also, as the exciting and efficacious cause 
of all conversion, he declares himself still more strongly than 
Hilary ; but he, loo, supposes the operations of this grace are 
conditioned by Iminan recipiency. Itedemption,’’ he says, 
“ is given gratuitously, not according to the merit of works, 
but according to the free-will of tlie giver — according to the, 
election of the Kedeemer. Why did some of the Israelites 
attain thereunto, otliers not? Tlie latter did not, because 
they were for justifying themselves ; because they were proud 
of their works ; because they did not believe, and would not 
acknowledge grace. The elect attained unto it because they 
heard Him who called them, receiA^ed Him who came unto 
them. Since all do not desire to be healed, but the greatest 
number avoid it, he heals those who will suffer themselves to 
be healed, and forces no man against his wdll. The Lord 
calls the indolent, and aAvakeiis those who sleep. He who 
comes to the door and knocks, is wdlling only to enter ; but 
it is our fault if he does not always enter — if he does not 
always abide with us. That true light shineth to all ; but he 
who shuts his windows, robs himself of the light eternal.”f 
It is true, however, that, in two passages, Aml^rose expresses 
himself in such a way as to refer all that is good in man solely 
to the agency of God as the operative cause, without mention- 
ing the human self-determination as a necessary condition. 
When he says ; Christ brings it about, that that which is 
in and of itself good, appears to be good also to us ; for he 
calls him on whom he lias mercy. Accordingly, he who fol- 
lows Christ, and is asked, why he will be a Christian, may 
reply : It so appears to me, that I must be one. And by so 
saying, he does not deny that God’s good pleasure has so or- 
dered it 5 for it is by Cod the will of man is first excited, for 

species generis humani. Fuit 4dam, et in illo fuimus omnes. Periit 
Adam, et in illo omnes perierunt. 

* 48, S. 9. In Die judicii nostra in nobis, non alien® iniquitatis 

fiagitia punientnr. f The lubricum delinquendi. 

I See in 43, s. 47 ; in 118, s. 13. De interpellat. David. 1. 
IV. s. 4. 
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that God is loved ^nd adored by the saints is the effect of 
God’s ^racc.”'^ 

This passage might, perhaps, be understood to mean that 
the Imfnan self-determination, the mihi videtur^ is sometlvi ng 
free merely in appearance, but properly grounded ifi the deter- 
mining act of the divine will, which determines all things. 

This thouglh conies out still more strongly in the following 
words of Ambrose in the same work : “ God calls tjiose whom 
he deigns to call ; whom he will, he makes religious.”t Now, 
if we understand these passages, as meaning that a grace de- 
*termining man’s will with irresistible necessity is here sup- 
posed, then, inasmuch as this supposition contradicts the asser- 
tion of Ambrose above quoted, we must admit tliat conflicting 
elements entered into his view of the faith ; a,s in fact such 
appearances sometimes manifest themselves at the point of 
transition from one stage of development *to another ; and as 
we might very naturally expect it would happen in the case 
of a man who was not an original and systematic divine, but 
spoke rather according to the momentary impulse of his feel- 
ings. But although the freedom of the divine election and 
the creative agency of grace are made particularly prominent 
in these passages, still they do not imply any necessary ex- 
clusion of thS state of recipiency in the individual as a con- 
dition ; and, accordingly, this assertion of Ambrose admits of 
being easily reconciled with the assertions first auoted.J In 
another place, at least, he expressly supposes that predestina- 
tion is conditioned by foreknowledge.§ 

Thus it is evident, then, if we call to mind the relation of 

'j 1^ bucam, I. I. s. 10. Christas, at id qaod bonam est, nobis qaoque 
viden bonam possit, operatar ; qaem enim miseratar, et vocat. Et ideo, 
qai Clwistum sequitar, potest interrogatus, car esse volaerit Christianas, 
^pondere : visam est mihi. Quod cum (licit, non iiegat, Deo visum, a 
Deo enim prseparatur voluntas hominam. Ut enim Deus honorificetur a 
sancto, Dei gratia est. 

t 1^ Lac. VII, s. 27. Deus quos dignat, vocat, quos vult, religiosos facit, 

I Augu^m, m his work ‘‘ de dono perseverantise,'* cites both these 
parages of Ambrose as testimonies in favour of the doctrine of grace 
working all. It may be, perhaps, that the mode of teaching pursued by 
Ambrose was not without its influence on him ; but he was certainly not 
led by it to the doctrine of absolute predestination, for this doctrine did 
not unfold itself in his mind till a much later period. Besides, in the case 
of a man possessed of the intellect of Augustin, the power of such influ- 
ence from abroad ought not to be overrated. } De fide, 1. V. s. 83. 



288 


AUGUSTIK AND PELAGIUS. 


Ambrose to the Oriental church- teacher^, the way, indeed, 
was already prepared for the appearance of the opposite mo- 
ments in the mode of treating these doctrines. Yet the two 
chiyches, separated by difference of language, stood too re- 
motely distant from each other to come to any mutual con- 
sciousness of this existing opposition, and to be led by it into 
a relation of mutual hostility. The opposition was destined 
to make itg appearance in the Western church itself, and there 
to be evolved and presented in lines so well defined and strongly 
marked, that an open contest between the two opposite ten-, 
derides would be inevitable. This first took place when these 
tendencies, in such representatives of them respectively as 
Augustin and Pelagius, had unfolded themselves to such a 
degree of sharpness as mutually to exclude each other. 

We must speak in the first place, therefore, of these two 
men ; and we will fcogin with Augustin, because the develop- 
ment of his theological views on the points now under considera- 
tion was guided and determined by causes wholly within him- 
self, and depended on no impulse derived from outward oppo- 
sition ; while, on the development of the system of Pelagius, 
a man possessed of a less original, a less speculative and sys- 
tematizing spirit, the practical opposition to those doctrinal 
views which were akin to, or proceeded from, the mind of 
Augustin, had a great influence. 

To the tendency, which we have de.signated a^the one pecu- 
liar* to the Western church, and which we saw expressed par- 
ticularly by Ambrose, Augustin was inclined by the peculiar 
course of education in which his whole life had been trained, 
and which we have already described.* 

We have seen ho^v it was only after a' long and violent con- 
flict with a fiery nature, but which struggled against the god- 
like in a wild feeling of power, that he attained to inward 
peace. Through many years tossed one side and the other, 
between the ideals which attracted the cravings of his spirit, 
and the desires and passions which held him cliained to the 
pleasures of the world, he experienced in himself the con- 
flict betwixt tlie spirit and l^e flesh. From his own inward 
experience he learned how to understand the fundamental ideas 
of the Christian, more particularly of the Pauline doctrine 
concerning man ; and with the study of St. PanFs writings he 
See page 15 ff. 
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M as, in fact, particiA^vly occupied at the time when that great 
crisis occurred in hiji inner life. As he found those two great 
divisions in his own life, — the nature which, after all the 
efforts m his power, still remained impotent and struggled in 
vain for holiness, and the nature subordiiiated to.*fiiith, and 
victorious over sin through the power of redemption, — so he 
found once rnort^ the same tw'^o main divisions in the develop- 
ment of human nature as a whole. The opposition between 
that wdiich proceeded from the nature left to itself and es- 
jtranged from God, and that which came from the new and divine 
principle of life imparted to humanity by redemption and re- 
generation — this opposition, wdiich he had learned from his own 
inward experience, came, from his life, to be the central point 
of his system of faith. As the opposites of good and evil in 
human nature presented themselves to the notice of Augustin 
frcnn the first, it must have struck him as being the most diffi- 
cult of all questions — Whence, iji that human nature which 
feels itself attracted by the good, which is conscious of it as 
its original essence, whence the evil in it ? Tliis question oc- 
cupied him the moment his thoughts ware aw akened on higher 
subjects. The meditation of tliis question conducted him to 
Manicheism, and with it was connected his renunciation of 
Manicheism. * To T^lagius, on the other hand, this question 
would be attended with no difficulty at all. This became the 
central point fqr his thoughts, which strove after systematic 
connection and logical consistency. His systematizing mind, 
when it had once seized hold of a principle, was impelled to 
unfold and to apply it w ith the most rigid severity, not shrink- 
ing from any of the consequences to wdiich it might lead. 

But then we must distinguish different epochs and periods 
in Augustin s doctrinal progress, departing from which, and 
passing through which, he first attained to the last consistent 
development of the doctrinal principles which had flowed from 
that great crisis in his inner life. 

The first period embraces the works which he wrote after 
his baptism until the first years of his entering upon the duties 
of a presbyter, — that is, until about the year 394, — his works, 
de moribus ecclesim Catholicae et Manichmorum, de vera re- 
ligione, and de libero arbitrio. In this period of his life, his 
Christian experience of the need man feels of help and of re- 
demption, when he has become conscious of his moral evil, 

VoL. IV. U 
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and the consciousness that the communion of man with God 
once more restored by the redeniption*-*-that grace was the 
spring of everything truly good in man, — this experience and 
consciousness was united with the idea he had derived from 
Platonism, of the relation of all good with the primeval good, 
of all being with the Supreme and Absolute Being. The 
principle of grace and of resignation to God, as the original 
source of all good, was the common element between the first 
period and all the succeeding periods of his doctrinal progress ; 
the groundwork from which everything in his case proceeded,, 
and on which he framed his system with an ever-increasing 
consistency. But along with this tendency, there were at that 
time still other tendencies in his mind, which, at a later period, 
were, in part, suppressed by the entire and one-sided pre- 
dominance of the main tendency above described. Very un- 
justly have Augustin’s anthropological views been attributed 
to the influence of Manicheism. His doctrine concerning the 
moral corruption of human nature was something entirely dif- 
ferent from the dualism of Mani’s philosophy of nature ; it 
grew not (as in the case of Mani) out of a confusion of the 
moral element with the intuition of nature, but out of a simple 
fact of the moral consciousness. Rather, it might be said that 
the consciousness, early awakened in his profound soul, of the 
irreconcilable opposition between good and evil, led him, while 
endeavouring to account to himself for this opposition in a 
speculative way, to Manicheism ; but that the moral appre- 
hension of this opposition, which forced itself with ever-in- 
creasing strength upon his mind, drew him away again from 
Manicheism. Again, from Platonism, and directly in opposition 
to Manicheism, his theory unfolded itself, that sin had not, as 
Manicheism taught, a self-subsistent existence of its own ; but 
that, as all existence, all true being, sprung from the highest, 
the absolute, and is grounded in that, so evil is nothing other 
than just the subjective aberration of the created being from 
the law of the Supreme and only true Being ; is, in and of 
^ itself, nothing, not being, the fjTj 6v^ but which, neverthdess, 
the moment it begins to act,, must subject itself to the law of 
the highest being f and to this point Augustin always firmly 

♦ A defectus ab ordine, which yet must be subservient to the summus 
ordo. See especially the books de ordine. 
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atihered. Nor did iie find any^ difficulty in bringing it into 
harmony with his later doctrine of absolute predestination. 
On tlfe other hand, he united with it, in tliis period, another 
principle, by which this earlier period .is essentially distin- 
guished from the later. 

He attachefi great importance, in this period, to the principle, 
that the above-mentioned subjective aberration from the su- 
preme good could not be explained on any ground of natural 
necessity, but could only be derived from the free-will ; and 
that the self-determining power of the free-will continued ever 
to be the ground of this aberration ; that the cause of the 
diverse relations of nien to the supreme good was ever to be 
traced only to the diverse bents of their free-will, which 
admitted of no farther explanation. The firm and steadfast 
adherence to the free-will as contradistinguished from natural 
necessity was, in this period, considered by him of the utmost 
importance. Beyond question, he also held fast to this point, 
at least in theory, in the later period ; but it was only by a 
dialectic self-deception that he was enabled still to unite it, in 
reference to practical conduct, with the results of his later 
system. 

The principles of Augustin, as they present themselves at 
this point of view , were as follows : In the condition in which 
man now finds himself, it is not in his power to be good ; 
because he either does not know what he ought to be by his 
destination, or, if he knows it, is not able to live conformably 
to his known destination. Ignorance of the good, and the 
difficulty in practising it — these are the moral evils of human 
nature ; and this would be inconsistent w ith God’s justice, 
were it not a righteous punishment. Sin is its own punish- 
ment ; so that, when man had the knowledge of good, and 
made no use of it, he thereby lost the knowledge ; and when, 
possessing the faculty for good, he did not practise it, he lost 
thereby the faculty itself. If the question now presented 
itself, how does this hindrance to goodness, found cleaving to 
the moral nature of all men, admit of being reconciled with 
God’s righteous judgment ? He answered: Man could rightly 
complain, if no one had ever yet got the victory over the force 
of error and of passion ; but the truth is, on the other hand, 
the means are supplied by which man may obtain tlie victory. 
God is everywhere present ; and in manifold ways, by the 

u2 
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creatures who execute liis will, calls after man, who has revolted 
from him, instructs the believing, strengthens and supports 
those who do what they can. Inculpable ignorance "s not 
imptited to, man as .a sin ; but this, that he does not strive 
after better knowledge. His moral imperfections are not 
reckoned to him as a crime ; but he is justly culpable for 
the neglect of the means lying in his power. Augustin 
here supposed, then, the influences of divine grace, without 
which man could not be freed from his moral evil, to be 
invariably conditioned by the subjective bent of the free* 
will. 

In a work composed about the year 394, entitled, An 
Exposition of difficult passages in the Epistle to the Romans,”^ 
the exposition of the difficult passage in the ninth chapter, 
which, at a later period, was especially employed by him to 
prove the doctrine of absolute predestination, affimled him an 
occasion for distinctly unfolding the connection of his ideas on 
this whole subject. lie proceeds on the prineijde, that all 
men find themselves in a state of alienation from God, in which 
they can perfectly bring to ])ass nothing that is truly good. 
The love of God is the spring and fountain of all that is truly 
good ; and to tliis, man can attain only by the communication 
of the Holy Spirit. As, then, he can aocomplisli nothing good 
before this renewal of Ids inner life by the Holy Spirit, so 
neither can he merit, l^y any kind of good works, tlie grace by 
which he is cured of his moral maladies : grace precedes all 
desert. But on this account, liowever, there is nothing like 
arbitrary will on the part of God, when he gives to some, and 
withholds from others, the grace by which men obtain salvation. 
Men obtain tliis grace by faith ; and faith is wholly the work 
of man. I In the passage relating to the choice of Jacob and 
the rejection of Esau, he believed, therefore, that he found the 
contrary position to an election conditioned on good works, but 
not to an election conditioned on faith. J Tlie Apostle Paul 
says — he remarks — God tvorJts all in all, but by no means God 
believes all in all. The hardening of Pharaoh, he explains as 

* Explicatio propositi onum quarundam de epistola ad Eomaiios. 

t Sec. 60. ^ Quod credimiis, nostrum est. Quod autem bonura opera- 
inur, illius, qui credentibus in se dat Spiritum Sanctum. 

I Non quidem Deus digit opera, quse ipse largitur cum dat Spiritum 
Sanctum, ut per caritatem bona operemur ; Sed tamen digit fidem. 
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the fruit of Ids ov.u gudt; the punishment of his previous 
unbelief, whereby bis sin punished itself. 

It is worth wliile to notice the way in which, Augustin ex- 
pressed Idniself respecting these matters on another occasion, 
namely, at the time wlien he was slowly progfessing onward 
towards this last conclusion. In the collection of answers 
given by him to various questions proposed to him from the 
time of his return to North Africa, in the year 38gi, and 
onward,* (his tvork de diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus,) 
the answer to the question relating to Rom. ix. 20, and what 
follows (Qusest. 68), probably belongs, as we may infer from 
tlie contents of the answer, to a somewliat later period. 

Starting on the ])rinciple, that divine things can be under- 
stood only from the experience of fiith, and in connection wdth 
a sanctified temper, he asserts that the apostle here by no 
means intends to restrain the pious from inquiring' into tliese 
things, but only those who are not as yet sufficiently well- 
grounded in love, the earthly-minded, those who are for under- 
standing God’s counsels without being the children and friends 
of God. ‘‘Cleanse thyself from tlie old leaven,” says he, 
“ that thou mayst be a new dough ; and that, in so being, thou 
mayst be nojonger in the childhood of Christianity, so as to 
need milk to drin-,, but mayst reach the ])erfect age of man- 
hood, and be one of those to whom it is said, We speak wisdom 
among those that are perfect. Then wilt thou discern, in the 
right way, and in the right order, the secrets of the Almighty 
concerning the most hidden deserts of soulsj — concerning 
grace or justice.” As it respects Pharaoh, he then remarks, 
the question may be easily answered. Through his earlier 
criminality, in oppressing the strangers in his kingdom, he 
deserved that his heart should be hardened, so that he could 
not be moved to believe, even by the most evident miracles of 
the commanding God. Beyond question, he has mercy on 
whom he will have mercy ; and whom he will, he hardens. 
But this will cannot be an unjust one, since it proceeds on the 
most hidden relations of desert (is conditioned by them) ; for 

So the terminus a quo is fixed by himself. Retract, lib. I. c. 26 . 

^ t De animarum occiiltissimis mentis ; which doubtless refers to the 
hidden inward character, ere it manifests Itself in appearance-some- 
thing which is known only to the divine foreknowledge, and hence cou- 
ditions God's providential dealings with men. 
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thougK sinners, on the ground of universal sin, constitute one 
mass, yet there is a difference among them. There is in 
sinners, therefore, something that precedes, whereby, althpugh 
not yet justified (that is, made just, sanctified), they are yet 
made worthy ctf justification.* That still remains true, which 
was spoken by the apostle (Rom. ix. 16), It is not of him 
that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that showeth 
mercy.’* For although one who is oppressed with the lighter 
sins, or indeed with sins however great in magnitude and num- 
ber, may, by bitter sighs, and many pains of repentance, become 
worthy of God’s compassion, yet it is not his own work, since, 
left to himself, he would perish ; but it must be ascribed to the 
mercy of God, who comes to the help of Ins prayers and his 
sorrows.^ It is little to will, if God does not have mercy ; but 
God does not have mercy unless the will has preceded. And 
since none can will, unless exhorted and called, (whether in the 
secret recesses of the soul, and in a way not seen by man, or 
from without by the word, or visible signs,) it follows by this, 
that the willing disposition itself is wrought in us by God.J 
Next he says : But the calling which is made to individuals, 
or to single nations, or to the whole race in the right point of 
time, belongs to a high and profound order of things.” To 
this he reckoned the passages in Jer. i. 5, Malachi i. 2 and 3. 

And this can be comprehended perhaps by those only who 
love God with all the heart, and their neighbours as themselves. 
Yet this must be held fast with an unwavering faith, that God 
does nothing in the way of injustice, and that there is no being 
who is not indebted to God for all that he is.” These words 
might, indeed, be understood as referring to the mystery of 

* Sec. 2. Venit enim de occultissimis meritis, quia et ipsi peccatores, 
cum propter geuerale peccatura unam massam fecerint, non tamen nulla 
est inter illos diversitas. Priecedit ergo aliquid in peccatoribus, quo, 
quamvis nondum sit justificati, digui efficiantur justificatione, et item 
prsBcedit in aliis peccatoribus quo digni sunt obtusione. 

I Sec. 5. Quia etiamsi levioribus quisque peccatis, aut certe quamtis 
gravioribus et multis, taraen magno gemitu et dolore poenitendi, mise- 
ricordia Dei dignus fuerit, non ipsius est, qui si relinqueretur, interiret, 
sed miserentis Dei, qui ejus precibus doloribusque subvenit. 

Et quoniam nec velle quisquam potest, nisi admonitus et vocatus, 
sive intrinsecus, ubi null us hoininum videt, sive extrinsecus per ser- 
monem sonantem, aut per aliqua signa visibilia efficitur, ut etiam ipsnm 
veUe Deus operetur in nobis. L. c. 
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absolute predestination ; so that Augustin was at that time 
still reluctant to express himself more openly ; as, indeed, lie 
seems to have explained this passage in his Retractations, 
Yet, Vhen we tak^' the words in connection with what has 
been said before, we certainly cannot doubt, that, ‘at the time 
he wrote this, he did not so understand it, but rather had in his 
thoughts a foi ^knowledge conditioned on a foreknowledge of 
those occultissima merita. 

In this scheme of Augustin, however, there w^as a great deal 
which, after a more full examination of all that was contained 
in his Ciiristian consciousness, and a longer study of the sacred 
scriptures, must eventually appear untenable to a mind which 
so constantly strove after consistency and unity ; for in pro- 
portion as he learned to place a higiier value on the essence and 
dignity of faith,* in proportion as the one-sided idea of faith, 
which was first apprehended by him a^ a faith on authority, 
came to be gradually refined and transfigured into the idea of 
a living faith ; in the same proportion it must become clear to 
him, that faith already presupposed the entrance of the divine 
life into the soul of man, that the divine and human elements 
had here already commingled, and that the two could not be 
set off from one another by any such strict line of demarcation. 
But, in perCeivinre this, he might easily run into the other 
extreme, of referring faith, like all the rest, solely to the 
divine agency, and wholly repressing the self determining 
activity of the man. Add to this, that the Theodicee which 
he had earlier attempted to construct on the ground-work of a 
predestination conditioned by foreknowledge, f could not satisfy 
his acute and sagacious mind, in its application to the calling 
of nations and the election of individuals, and the explanation, 
grounded thereupon, of the difficulties in the epistle to the 

* See vol. III. sect. i. p. 142, 143. 

f As, for example, that God s election of individuals and calling of 
nations was conditioned on his foreknowledge of the way in which they 
would be disposed towards his gospel, if it should be announced to them. 
See ep. 102 to Deogratias: Quibus omnino annuntiata non est (salus), 
non creditun praesciebantur. Yet when Augustin wrote this in the year 
408, he had long since brought to a completion his doctrine of predesti- 
nation; a,nd this answer, therefore, could no longer have satisfied him* 
and he had already in reserve, from the standing ground of this doctrine, 
another answer, which he hinted at: Excepta ilia altitudine sapientise 
et scientitB Dei, ubi fortassis aliud divinum consilium longe sccretius lutet* 
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Romans. To such a mind, it would seem preferable to cut 
the Gordian knot, which could be resolved by no human 
explanation. 

A,nd so it appears, in fact, that Augustin, within the space 
of three or four years, had, from the point above described, 
changed his way of thinking on these matters ; since he came 
to perceive that the divine and human elements did not admit 
of being sq severed from each other ; that a divine element 
was, in fact, contained already in faith. When, in 397, he 
wrote his work addressed to Simplician, bishop of Milan, in 
answer to various questions relating to the epistle to the 
Romans,"^ this turning point of his dogmatic bent first clearly 
unfolded itself to the light. t He combated in this performance 
the very theory which he had earlier maintained ; and it is 
easy to perceive, in the way in which he seeks to show its 
untenable character, that the time had not been long since 
he came to this view, and was seized with the first zeal in 
behalf of the new light which he supposed he had found. 

Here also Augustin busies himself with the explanation of 
those, difficult passages in the ninth chaj)ter of the epistle to 
the Romans 4 but his previous mode of explanation no longer 
satisfied him. But whence came it, that he now explains 
these passages in that sense which beyond question must first 
offer itself when no regard is had to the connection and aim of 
the epistle, and made them the groundwork of his system, 
although at an earlier period he had explained the same 
passages according to the system which he supposed he had 
derived from the whole doctrine of scripture? Assuredly, we 
must look for the cause of the different impression which these 
passages now made on his mind, to the change in his whole 
mode of thiiiking, that grew out of his inner life. It is now 
clear to him, that Paul supposes neither an election of God 
conditioned on the foreknowledge of faith, nor an election 
conditioned on the foreknowledge of the works growing out of 
faith ; for Paul, in fact, lays stress on the assertion, that God^s 
election made a difference before the children were born, 

De diversis qusestionibus, ad Simplicianum dbri duo. 
t As he himself expresses it, de praedestinatione sanctorum, c. 20, in 
reference to the work above mentioned : Plenius sapere ccepi in mei epis- 
copatiis exordio, quando et initium fidei donum Dei esse cognovi et 
asserui. t t I. Qusest. ii 
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before they could Ifelleve, as ^vell as before they could do any - 
thing-.* Moreover^ the desert of faith does not precede God’s 
merc}^ but it presupposes this ineicy ; and faith itself is one 
of the gifts of God’.*> grace. Paul, in Rom. ix. 11, certainly 
does not set the works of man over against faith, as'tlie ground 
of the calling: but he sets tlie calling over against works. 
The calling oi God, therefore, is here the first cause. Faith 
presupposes the calling. But whence comes it, then, that the call 
by the preaching of the gospel and by outward circumstances, 
which pave the way for this, comes to some and not to others; 
and that the same influences from without, make a diflerent 
imi)ression on different men, nay, a different impression on the 
same men at different times ? The almighty and all-wise God 
could find, in reference to the different states of men, those 
means of influencing them, which must piake an impression on 
them with inward necessity, so that awakened, drawn, touched, 
and enlightened, they would follow, without being conscious 
of any resistance against the grace operating upon their wilLf 
We must say, doubtless, man’s willing is notliing without 
the divine mercy ; but in nowise can we say, God’s mercy and 
grace are nothing without man’s wdlliiig; since God would 
find means of moulding every human will, in the way precisely 
suited to the chara . ter of each. On wdiomsoever he actually 
has mercy, whomsoever he actually chooses, him he calls in 
the way which is so befitting, that the subject is irresistibly 
drawn by him who calls, though he follow^s wdth freedom. J 
Neither is Augustin satisfied any longer to explain the harden- 
ing and the consequent rejection of one as opposed to the 
election of another, as a judgment specially drawn down upon 
the individual by his own sin for God’s almighty power, he 
supposes, could assuredly find the means to operate upon 
eyery degree of hardness, and the same insensibility exists 
everywhere alike, till God moves the heart of man by his 
grace. 

Thus, then, Augustin comes to the result, that all men are 

* Si non de operibus, quje non erant in nondum natis, nec de fide, quia 
nec ipsa erat. 

t Posset ita vocare, quomodo illis aptum esset, ut et moverentur et 
intelligerent et sequerentur. 

I Cujus autem miseretur, sic eum vocat, quomodo scit ei congruere, 
Ut vocantem non respuat. 
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foundnn the same state of condemnation ; t\ie reason — not why 
God plunges some to destruction, which is altogether alien from 
God’s holiness and love — but why he does not rescue some 
from the destruction into which all, by the guilt of the first 
sin, have fallen according to God’s righteous judgment; but 
out of his free love has mercy on others, and calls them by his 
grace to everlasting life — the reason of this lies in the secret 
and by us incomprehensible counsels of the Almighty. But to 
this we must ever hold fast, namely, that God’s justice cannot 
be impeached, although the exercise and range of it may sur- 
pass the measure of our knowledge. Yet, even according to 
the analogy of human relations, he cannot be accused of 
injustice who, according to his pleasure, remits the debts of one 
man, while he requires payment from another. 

Since, as appears from what has now been said, Augustin 
had completed his doctrinal system on this particular side 
more than ten years before the opinions of Pelagius excited 
any public controversy, it is clear that opposition to Pelagius 
could not have influenced him in forming it. With more 
propriety may it be said, that opposition to such doctrines as 
those of Augustin, or to the practical consequences which 
through misconstruction or abuse were derived from such 
doctrines, had no small share in leading Pelagius to form such 
a system as he did. The Pelagian tendency is to be traced, in 
the first place, to certain latent germs which were the unde- 
tected source of many views and opinions prevailing in the 
church ; and next it was called forth by the struggle to oppose 
various errors of practical life which had become widely 
spread. And then it sometimes happened that the tendency 
of Pelagius, and the errors to which it was opposed, proceeded 
from the same principle, and were but different branches 
springing from the same root. To explain the first of these 
remarks, w^e discern, in that tendency which separated the 
Christian life from its connection with the one centre which 
should sustain the whole of it, from the single reference tq 
Christ as its source ; in the isolation and undue exaltation of 
what belongs to the human side, the over- valuation of human 
doing ; the separation of the moral element from its connection 
with the common root of all Christian life ; in the fond fancy 
of a perfection going beyond what the law demands, transcend- 
ing ordinary Christianity ; — in a word, we discern in all that 
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which called forth th<i reaction of the Christian consciousness 
as it appeared in Jovjnian, the incipient germs of, or point of 
attachment for, the Pelagian element. But history allows 
nothing to remain covered up and concealed. False elements, 
which have imperceptibly attached themselves to Christianity 
in its process of unfolding what it contains, must cast off their 
envelope, expand to the open day, and fully express themselves, 
that they may be overcome by the pure Christian , principle. 
Such is the signif cance of the tendency of Pelagius in the 
^course of the church development. 

Pelagius was a monk of Britain.^ The fact of his being 
trained and educated, both in that pai;ticular country and also 
in Monachism, had an important influence on the development 
of his doctrinal views. As the British church was derived 
originally from the Oriental, it is probable that in various 
ways the connection between them continued to be maintained. 
Pelagius was a diligent student of the Oriental church-teachers ; 
and the form in which he found Christian anthropology 
exhibited in these writers, corresponded with the peculiar 
development of his own inner life. 

Pelagius differed from Augustin, as in the whole stamp and 
character of his mind, so by virtue of the peculiar course of his 
early education and training. He did not possess, like Augustin, 
that mighty nature which could not otherwise attain to peace 
but by passing through many devious wanderings and hard 
conflicts. His was a feebler, more limited nature ; but one, 
too, which could more easily develop itself in a smooth and 
gentle course— could more easily be controlled and conducted 
to its destined end. He was not possessed of the profound, 
speculative spirit which we find in Augustin ; his predominant 
faculty was a sober, discreet understanding, joined with moral 
earnestness. In learning, tie was Augustin’s superior. An 

* T' hore the surname Pelagius Brito, to distinguish him from another 
individual of the same name (see Augustin, ep. 186 ad Paulinum). 
Moreover, the concurrent accounts of Marius Mercator, Prosper, and 
Orasius, mention this as his native country ; and the fact that Jerome 
(prefat. commentar. in Jeremiam) calls him Scotorum puitibus prsegra- 
vatum does not invalidate this testimony ; for the North Britons and the 
Scots were not always very carefully distinguished. His name might 
also be a mark of his country, even though the English legend, that he 
bore among his own coimtrymea the name of Morgan^ were without 
foundation. 
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striving after moral excellence ha^ inspired him from 
the first and his improvement had been quietly progressive. 
It was not from some great crisis of the inner life, not through a 
violent conflict, that lie had attained to the faith, or to the deter- 
niina,tion of consecrating his whole life to God ; but, without his 
being conscious of any opposition to its influences, Christianity 
acted as an inward principle on his moral development. He did 
not have Uy contend with a wild and fiery natural temperament, 
nor with desires and passions peculiarly predominant, j Nor was 
he thrown into any of tliose storms of outward life, in which, 
he might have been called to engage in a s])ecial struggle wdth 
himself; for he led a silent life in the midst of studies and 
monastic asceticism. While it was the case, as we have already 
remarked, that among the monks belonging to a certain class 
of human natures, the striving after moral ideals, by which 
they sought to mould and fashion their inner life, excited a 
more profound self-contemplatiun, and led to a deeper self- 
knowledge ; and while these, struck with the feeling of oppo- 
sition between what tliey saw in their own inner life and those 
ideals which inspired them, sought from God manifest in 
Christ the removal of this opposition, and the satisfaction of 
their deep-felt need ; others, on the contrary, by the intuition 
of these ideals, which seemed to them only a reflex of their 
own moral nature, by tlie successful results of their ascetic 
discipline, by the consciousness of a power of will to overcome 
the allurements of sense, were only led to feel their own moral 
strength, and to confide in their own moral efforts. It easily 
came to be the predominant thought with them, how far the 
man might advance towards perfection by a self-active develop-' 
ment of the germs of goodness lying in his own moral nature, 
by the superior energy of the will, by self-control. It easily 
happened, too, that in the outward asceticism of the monastic 

* Atigustin, the warm but candid opponent of Pelagius, is assuredly 
the witness most worthy of confidence for the fact, that Pelagius, 
by his rigid life as a monk, had acquired universal respect. He says Of 
him (de peccatorum mentis et remissione, 1. III. c. 3) ; Istum, sicut eum 
qui noverunt, loquuntur, honum ac ’prsedicandum virum. Ille tarn 
egregie Christianas — and in ep. 186 he writes concerning him : Non so- 
lum dileximus, verum etiam diligimus eum. 

I For this description, indeed, we can cite no historical authorities, so 
very little is known by us respecting the life of this man ; but we take 
the impression of him from his doctrines and writings. 
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life, in its efforts fo subdue the sensual impulses, the- true 
nature of inward holiness, of the disposition which lias its root 
ill love^ was overlooked ; that, in watching agaiTiSt the indivi- 
dual outbreaks of sin, monks neglected to pay any attention to 
its secret springs, and so failed in respect to the words of our 
Lord, Matth. xii 29, Thus they might be led to believe they 
had produced great outward results by human efforts, while 
the radical evil was as far from being cured as ever. As it 
regards Pelagius. it cannot be asserted, at least without quali- 
»fication, that such was the efiect produced on him. On the 
contrary, in this respect he is an example of the better moral 
spirit of Monachism. Ilis letter to Demetrias,’^ a virgin 'who 
had been consecrated as a nun, testifies bow important he felt 
it to be to warn men against the aberrations of the ascetic 
spirit, involved, though unconsciously to itself, in hypocrisy, 
and concealing spiritual pride under the mask of humility ; to 
warn them against a tendency which, while it combated par- 
ticular sins, thought it might indulge in others with less reserv'e.t 
He well knew liow to distinguish the mock humility which 
covers spiritual pride, from the true humility taught by Christ. 
Very justly he says of his contemporaries in this regard : 

Many pursue the shadow of this virtue, few its real sub- 
stance and !>? then proceeds to draw a })icture, taken doubt- 
less from the life, of the mock holiness of those wlio assumed the 
outward guise of humility. “It is very easy to wear mise- 
rable clothing ; to salute one’s acquaintance in a lowly manner; 
to put on the show of humility and meekness by a drooping 
head and downcast eyes; to speak in a low and feeble voice, 
so that one’s words can scarcely be beard ; to sigh frequently, 
and with every breath call one’s self a sinner and a miserable 
wretch and if offended but by a trifling word, suddenly to 

Written in the year 415, when he was in Palestine, and with refer- 
ence to the controversies which were then going on, although they are 
not here expressly mentioned. 

t See e.g. p 67, ed. Semler. Nos (proh pudor) quadam dilectione 
peccati, cum in quibusdam ostendimus quandam vim iiatura) nostrsc, in 
aliis omnino torpesciinus. p. 69. That abstinentia and jejunium were, 
with many, nothing else than iimhracula vitiorum. On p. 74 he says 
respecting humility: Prmdpiie tamen, fictam liumilitatem fugiens, 
iham sectare qu^ vera est, quam Christas docuit humilitatem, in qua 
non sit superbia iiiclusa. 

{ Perfacile est euim, aliquain vestem habere contemptain, salutare 
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lift one’s brow, throw back the neck, and change those sub- 
missive tones into a frantic shout.* A different sort of 
humility is that which Christ teaches, who exhorts us fMatth. 
xi.«29) to follow his example — that pattern of true humility, 
under which, as he tells us, no pride lies concealed.f 

And now if the sense of sinfulness, which is an essential 
element of the Christian consciousness, frequently offered itself 
to him URder this hypocritical form and in this lying carica- 
ture, it is easy to understand liow he might be misled, by his 
disgust at it, to overlook the profound truth which also lay at 
the bottom. 

But still Pelagius was not free from the errors of the monk- 
ish morality, by which the system of morals was divorced from 
its intimate connection with the system of faith. He was 
entrammelled in the notion, which was so common among the 
monks, being connected with their vague and obscure notions 
respecting the moral law, that man can advance still farther 
in Christian perfection than the law requires, by practising the 
consilia evangelica (so called) the (pmntitative method of 
estimating moral worth.J Neglecting to consider that the 
Christian principle embraces the whole alike, and leaves room 
for nothing else to be admitted as a determining principle, he 
distinguished what was commanded from what was forbidden, 
what was permitted from what was recommended as an object 
of higher perfection — which latter consisted precisely in ab- 
staining from what was permitted, and so entitling oneself to a 
higher reward. § Starting from this position, he, too, became 

sahmissius, inclinato in terrain capite oculisque dejectis, humilitatem ac 
mansuetudinem polliceri, lenta voce tenuique sermones infringere, saspi- 
rare crebrius, et ad omne verbum peccatorem et miserura se clamare. 

* Et si vel levi serraone offensus sit, continuo attollere superciliuTO, 
levare cervicem, et delicatum ilium oris sonum insano repente clamore 
mutare. 

t Prsecipue fictam humilitatem fugiens, illam sectare, quse vera es^ 
in qua non sit superbia inclusa. 

X See ep. ad Demetriad. c. 9. Supra legem facere, amore perfectionis 
supra mandata conscendere. 

I Prohiberi qusedam, prsecipi quipdam, concedi aliqua, nonnulla sua- 
deri. Prohibentur mala, prsccipiuntur bona, conceduntur media, perfecta 
suadentur. And respecting the two latter points : Duo vero reliqua, 
quorum unum conceditur et suadetur aliud, in nostra potestate dimissa 
sunt, ut aut cum minori gloria coneessis utamur, aut ob majus preemium 
etiam ea quse nobis permissa sunt, respuamus. Cap. 9. 
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a zealous opponenf of Jovinian, defending against hiwi the 
doctrine that there aie different grades of merit and of Christian 
perfection,* on the ground of the distinction between precepts 
and counsels (preecepta and consilia). He controverted, the 
position maintained by Jovinian, that there is but one way of 
renouncing the world, which is the common duty of all Christ- 
ians — but one precept in relation to the giving up of temporal 
things for the sake of the kingdom of God, which, cir«uiiistances 
allowing, was the duty of all alike. f Ardently zealous for 
what he considered to be the peculiar essence of Christianity 
in ethics, the “precepts” and “counsels” he was led to 
recommend in a particular manner the study of the Bible, 
pointing to it as the only source from which it is possible to 
learn perfectly the will of God.J But though he examined 
with the strictest conscientiousness every individual passage in 
the New Testament relating to morals ; though he recommended 
the exact and literal observance of all Christ^s commands, and 
inveighed against the allegorizing shifts by which it was 
attempted to bring the words of Christ into a forced accommo- 
dation with the ruling manners of the world ;§ yet he could 
not penetrate below the surface into the more profound depths 
of the Christian system of ethics, into its peculiar essence, its 
internal connection and unity ; because he seized the parts in 
too insulated a manner, without grasping the whole new 
principle for shaping the world and human life, which lies in 
Christianity. He failed of seeing the connection between 
faith and life as it is presented in the New Testament. Hence, 

On 2 Corinth, xi, 6. Contra Jovinianum etiam hie locus facit, ubi 
meritorum gradus esse monstrantur ; and on Philipp, iii. 18, 19. Potest 
et de Joviniani studiis accipi, qui jejuniorum afflictiones et omnem cor- 
poris cruciatum in luxuriam et epulas converterit. 

t On 1 Corinth, xiii. 3. Quod illorum sententiam destruit, qui re- 
nuntiandum rebus seculi certo tempore, persecutione cogente, volunt esse 
prsewptum, ut et apostolis gloriam tollant, quod non voluntarie fecerint, 
sed inviti, et nostri aevi perfectos vanos constituant, qui rem alterius tem- 
poris frustra nunc voluerunt exercere. Item aliter : Notandum quod 
coutemptus mundi martyrio comparetur, contra eos, qui illud de evan- 
gelio variis argumentis nituntur exsolvere, ubi dicitur ad divitem : Vade, 
vende omnia quaj babes, et da pauperibus. 

X Thus he writes to Demetrias : In scripturis divinis, per quas soIqb 
pote« plenum Dei iutelligere voluntatem. Cap. 9. 

§ On 2 Corinth, iii. 6. Si pra;cepta velis allegorice intelligere, omuem 
virtutem eorum evacuans, omnibus aperuisti viam delinquendi. 
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there "was this difference betwixt Aug\istin and Pelagius, that 
while the one could rightly understand, in the sermon on the 
mount, every single precept in its unity with the whole, accord- 
ing to the spirit of it, and found therein no separate, positive 
commands ; Pelagius, on the other hand, everywhere held fast 
to the letter of tlie individual precepts, and so took in its literal 
sense the prohibition of the oath. 

In order to explain the peculiar doctrinal tendency of 
Pelagius, we must take particular notice also of the opposite 
tendencies against which he contended. This is the more 
necessary in his case, inasmuch as he was not led by any 
creative, speculative, or dogmatizing spirit of his own to form 
a new system ; but his efforts were determined and shaped by 
a present, practical interest, to guard against certain errors 
which seemed to him injurious to morality. Thus he was led 
to elaborate his peculiar scheme of doctrine. ^He contended 
against the doctrinal tendencies of his time, only so far as 
certain j)ractical consequences of a iiurtfiil kind seemed to him 
necessarily to flow from them : by this he was induced to enter 
upon his doctrinal investigations and distinctions ; and, in 
mainly following this practical interest, he did not even go so 
far as to unfold in their whole extent, and to trace to their 
ultimate grounds, the principles lying at the root of his doc- 
trinal tenets. Next, by virtue of his truly earnest moral zeal, 
he was led to regard it as specially incumbent on him to 
combat the worldly Christianily of his times. We everywhere 
see in him a man tilled with pain and indignation at the moral 
depravation of the great masses of nominal Christians in his 
day. Thus, in his remarks on 2 Corinth, xii. 20, he exclaims : 

What would the apostle do, if he happened on our times, 
when, in comparison with other vices, such things are not con- 
sidered to be sins at all ?'’t He sought to remove the grounds 
of excuse wdiich served as props of their immorality to those 
who called themselves Christians, without considering them- 
selves bound to pursue a Christian course of conduct. Among 
these belonged that distinction of spiritual and secular, respect- 
ing the injurious influence of which we have already spoken ; 

^ Christus jussit non jurare. Ep. ad Demetriad. c. 19; Hilar, ad 
xiugustin. ep. 156. 

t Quid faceret, si nostris temporibus adinveniret, quibus ad compara- 
tionem aliorum criminum ista ne putantur quidem esse peccata I 
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tRough in one sen^ Pelagius himself supported it by his 
doctrine of a perfection transcending ordinary Christianity. 
In combating this distinction, when employed as an excuse for 
immorality by those who w^ere engaged in the business of the 
w'orld, he says, in expounding Ephesians Iv. 4, 5, ^ It would 
be well for those persons to study what is here said, wdio, tied 
to the business of the world, suppose they may be allowed to 
sin, though others ma;f not ; w hen tlie truth is, all ar^ baptized 
into the same body, have received the same spirit, and are 
called to the same hope.”^ He felt constrained to dissent from 
such as seemed to imagine tiiat by a mere outward participation 
in the sacraments they were already sure of salvation, as well 
as from those who reposed on the opus operatiim of faith, that 
outward and superficial notion of faith, which, as we have seen, 
was already so widely spread in the cliurch. So, in remarking 
on 1 Cor. X. 1 , he says, tliat no one might so rely on the fact 
of his having been baptized, or having partaken of the Holy 
Supper, as to imagine that God would indulge him in com- 
mitting sin, the apostle brings forward this example from the 
fathers, to show by it that these rites wall indeed then be truly 
profitable, when the commandments are obeyed. j And the 
words in Ephes. v. 6, he applies to those wdio imagined 
faith alone td be sufficient ; that he who possessed faith and 
had been baptized could not perish however he might sin. I 
Next, as there were those who comforted themselves in their 
vicious life with the doctrine of a purgatory, flattering them- 
selves that, in virtue of their orthodox creed, they would 
finally, at least, be saved, after having passed through that 
painful process of purification after death, Pelagius in explaining 
1 Corinth, iii. 13, a passage often referred to in proof of this 

* Unde diligentius legere debent hunc locum, hi qui, in seculi occupa- 
tionibus ligati, putant sibi licere peccare et aliis non licere, cum oinnes 
in unum corpus baptizati, eundem spiritum acceperint, et in una spe 
Yocati sunt Dei. 

t Ne quis confidens in eo solum, quod baptizatus est, aut in esca 
spiritual! vel potu, putet sibi Deum parcere si peccaverit, tale patriim 
proponit exeraplum, quo ostendat, tunc ista merito profutura, si prsccepta 
serventur. 

X Contra illos agit, qui solam fidem dicunt sufficere. “Nemo vos 
seducaU' dicendo ; hoc solummodo opus est, ut fides sit et homo Christ! 
baptisma consequatur, quamvis peccet, perire non potest. Comp, what 
be says on I Corinth, vi. 9. 

VOIi* IV. X 
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doctrine, sought to deprive them of this ^support, by demon- 
strating the groundlessness of that exposition, and proving that, - 
even in this passage, the fire of hell is meant, which the vicious 
should not escape.^ And hence he deemed it so imporcant to 
maintain the eternity of punishments, in opposition to those 
who explained all such declarations of scripture as being 
nothing more than intimidating threats against sin.f Further- 
'ifiore, as these persons excused themselves by pleading the 
corruption and weakness of human nature, and affirmed that 
living up to the divine commands was something too difficult 
for feeble man, Pelagius, to deprive them of these supports of * 
moral indolence, endeavoun^d to show that they unjustly loaded 
human nature with charges whicli fell back on the Creator 
himself, instead of laying the fault, as they should do, on their 
own will. The divine commands, he maintained, the 'com- 
mands of Christ, certainly required an exact fulfilment, as in 
fact they were, in spite of their contrary assertions, taught by 
the example of those who had fulfilled them, while still they 
partook of the same human nature with tliemselves.J 

By these oppositions and these practical interests, then, tlie 
tendency of Pelagius, in respect to the doctrine of man’s 
nature and the character and work of Christ, was modified and 
determined. Hence he was of the opinion that*in all moral 
exhortations the great point to be aimed at was, to make men 
clearly see that they were in want of none of the faculties 
necessary for fulfilling tlie divine commands ; to bring them to 
a conscious sense of the power bestowed on them by the 
Creator for accomplishing all good ends, and he says that he 


* Non hie, iit quidam putant, in igne flammso assura sunt opera, svd. 
homines, qui ita operati sunt ut mereantur incendio deputari. Si autem 
opera, id est, crimina, punieatur, salvo eo qui pei'petraverat, non erit ei 
damnum, sed lucrum. 

f On 2 Corinth, xi. 3. Jam nunc serpeus similiter quosdam sedneit, 
gehennam propter solum terrorem asserentes nominari, quam aut penitus 
non esse aut acternam non esse affirmant, contra auctoritatem omnium 
scripturarum. 

I In the lettCT to Deraetrias : Dicimus : durum est, arduum est, non 
possumus, homines sumus, fra^li came circumdati— c. 3: Improbissimi 
hominum dnm dissimulaut, id ipsum bene administrare, quod facti sunt, 
aliter se factos fuisse malunt, ut qui vitam suam emendare nolunt, vide^- 
antur emendare velle naturam. And on Coloss. i. 22: Vide si sciebat, 
se impossibilia praecepisse. 
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himself was accustomed to pursue this method iu his exiior- 
tatory writings.* Hence he appealed to the examples of virtue 
exhibited among the pagans, in proof of how much nature, left 
to itself, could effect even among the heathen; and argued* that 
with the new a'ds and advantages possessed by Christians, tlie 
same nature would be able to do still more. On this principle, 
and from this point of view, he denied that there was any such 
thing as a corrupiion of human nature, which had* grown out 
of the fall. Such a doctrine appeared to him but a means of 
encouraging moral indolence — a means of excuse supplied to 
the hands of vicious men. The question which from the first 
had so occupied the profound mind of Augustin — the question 
concerning the origin of sin in man — could not be attended 
with so much difficulty to the more superficial mind of Pela- 
gius. This was no enigma for him ; it seemed to him a thing 
perfectly natural that there sliould be moral evil. The neces- 
sary condition to the existence of moral go^d is the possibility 
of evil. Evil and good are to be derived alike from the free- 
will, which either j/ields to the seductions of sense, or overcomes 
them. 

With these views of man’s nature, Pelagius unquestionably 
still held fa^t to ali the tenets taught in the Western church 
respecting the character and work of Christ ; but although 
this was by no means a mere hypocritical accommodation — 
though he was not conscious in this case of any self-contra- 
diction, yet everything must necessarily have been so modified 
as to tally with his peculiar views of human nature. Augustin, 
as well as Pelagius, contended against those who represented 
a mere outward faith to be all that was necessary to secure 
salvation ; but Augustin and 1 Vlagius differed from each other 
in their mode of attacking this error. Augustin opposed to 
this notion of faith another and different one : Pelagius sought 
to show that there must be, in addition to faith, the fulfilment 
of the divine commands ; Augustin described an active life of 
good works, as something which flowed of itself from the 

* Thus in his letter to Demetrias, c. 2, he says : Quem ego exhortationis 
o^inem, cum in aliis cjuoque opusculis teiiuerim, tunc hie maxune 
observandum puto- ubi eo pkmius naturae bonum declarari debet, quo 
instituenda est vita perfectior, ne tan to remissior sit ad virtutem animus 
ae tardier, quanto minus se posse credat, et diim quod inesse sibi ignorat, 
id m existimat non habere. 

X 2 
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essence of genuine faith:* Pelagius required it as something 
which must be added to faith, by employing those moral 
faculties which had been bestov\ed on human natur^ and 
which was still further strengthened and enlarged by Chris- 
tianity. Atid, in addition to this, Pelagius, who regarded it 
as a thing of the utmos^t importance to point men to the free- 
will by which they were able to do all things, was the more 
provoked to opposition, by the form under which th(‘ unfolded 
doctrine of Augustin concerning giace and predetermination, 
which was really revolting to the fiee will, presented itself to 
his notice. But with tlie dogmatic piejudices and partial 
interest in behalf of tlie doctrine of frte-w ill which lie pos- 
sessed, any form wlierein the Christian consciousness expressed 
itself, with sincerity and fulness, as indebted for all things to 
the divine grace, would easily appear ohensive, as detracting 
from the freedom of the will. Hence the great offence he 
took when he heafd a bishop uttiT, as expressing his own 
feelings, the words of the praj'Cr in Augustin’s confessions :f 

My God, bestow on me what thou commandest, and com- 
mand what thou wilt,’'J 

At Rome, Pelagius composed his commentaries on the 
epistles of Paul, in w^hicli he clearly manifests Ins peculiar 
doctrinal tendency ; and among these, his commentary on 
the epistle to the Romans especially, although Cassiodorus 
sought to expurgate it, still betrays the Pelagian doctrine 
concerning man, w liicli continually gleams through the surface. 
At that time, howe\ er, the matter made no farther stir. The 
public outbreak of the controver^.y proceeded from another 
defender of the same doctrine. 

This was Ctelestius, with whom Pelagius first became 
acquainted while the former w^as an advocate at Rome. 
Through the influence, probably, of Pelagius, this person 
became zealously resolved to live a more earnest and devoted 
Christian life in a strict observance of all the precepts and 
counsels of Christ. He exchanged his profession as an ad-^ 
vocate for the monastic life, and composed an exhortatory 
Christian treatise, in the form of three letters addressed to his 
parents, in which he probably explained the reasons whic|| 

As, for example, in his work de fide et operibus, which is aimed 
against the above-mentioned error. See vol. III. p. 142. 
f Confess. 1. X. c, 29. % Da quod jubes, et jube quod vis, ^ 
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*l:iad induced him tf> change his plans of life. It would appear, 
then, that he folio v^ed the whole peculiar practieo-dogmaticai 
tendency of the individual who had been the means of awaken- 
ing him to a more herious Christian life ; and he sougjit to 
turn the skill in dialectics, which he *had acquired as an 
advocate, to the purpose of defending his scheme of doctrine."^ 
Pelagius, owing to his peculiar temperament and advanced 
age, was little inclined to controversy, where he was not 
drawn into it by the interest he felt in behalf of his practical 
principles. He wdllingly made concessions, even against his 
own convictions, where those principles which alone seemed 
important to him seemed not to be endangered. But Cmles- 
tius, who was in the full vigour of manhood, and formed as 
an advocate for polemical controversy’, stood forth more 
openly and recklessly in defence of the doctrinal principles' 
connected w ith that practical system.f 

* Respecting the native country of this individual, nothing certain can 
be said. That he was a native of Ireland or ^Scotland has been inferred, 
on no verj safe grounds, Iroiu an enigmatical passage of Jerome, in the 
preface to the 111. book of his commentary on .Jeremiah. Marius Mer- 
cator says of him, in his cornmonitorium adversus hscresin Pelagii et 
Ccelestii : Pelagic adJursit Coelestius, nobilis natu quidera, et illius tern- 
poris auditor^aiis scholasticus. Augustin says, de gestis Pelagii, s, 61, 
that these erroneous doctrines had not originated with the clergj, but 
with quibusdain veluti monachis. He meant here, probably, Coblestius 
along with Pelagius. He styled them not legular monks, doubtless 
because they lived rather after the older and freer manner of the ascetics 
than according to the more recent order of the Coenobites. With all 
this is to be compared what Geiinadius says, in Ins work de viris illustri- 
bus, c. 44, that Coelestius, when a >ouiig man, before he fell into the 
Pelagian doctrines, wrote those three letters mentioned in the text, which 
Gennadius highly applauds, making the remark, important for us : 
Moralis siquidem in eis dictio ml vitii postmodum proditi ; sed totum 
ad virtutis iucitamentum tcnuit. The tendency of which he speaks in 
this last clause, might very well be also a Pelagian one ; but Gennadius, 
himself a seini-Pelagian, had not the sagacity to discern this Pelagian 
element lying at the root of the practical tendency, but not so clearly 
expressed. Hence he supposed Coelestius must have composed this 
treatise when a young man, and before he went over to Pelagianism. 
Whether the statement, that he wrote these letters from a cloister, is 
correct, may also remain a question. 

t Augustinus, de peccato originali, s. 13, calls Coelestius apertior, 
Pelagius occultior. Whether the account given by Praedestinatus is 
cofrect (p. 88), that Cadesiius had also written a work against the doc- 
triae of the traduction of souls, before Pelagius appeared openly as a 
polemic, is questionable. 
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In the year 411, Pelagius and Coolestius went in company 
to Carthage, where the former, indeed, made but a short 
stay ; but Ccelestius tarried longer. His ascetic zeal and his 
gifts procured for him friends, and he was encouraged to 
propose himself as a* candidate for the office of presbyter in 
this church ; but meanwhile various reports had followed him 
concerning his Pelagian errors, which here, where the opposite 
tendency of the dogmatic spirit chiefly prevailed, and where 
the mind oY Augustin had the most decided influence, could 
not .do otherwise than injure him.^ The deacon Paulinus, of 
Hilan, stood forth as his accuser, before a synod assembled at 
Carthage, a.d. 412. Six heretical propositions were asserted 
to be held by Ccelestius, which collectively were derived from 
the following: That the sin of Adam had injured only him- 
self, not the whole human family; whence vas drawn the 
conclusion that children still came into the world in the same 
state in which Adam found himself before the fall. From 
these two propositions others were deduced, none of which 
probably had ever been asserted by Ccelestius in the form 
alleged, while several of them were ascribed to him only by 
inference. He sought to turn off the whole matter by main- 
taining that the dispute related to a merely speculative 
question, and had nothing to do with the essential doctrines of 
faith. He said the only point in dispute here related, in fact, 
to the question concerning the propagation of a sinful nature ;f 
which question, however, was closely connected with the 
more general one concerning the way in w hich souls are pro- 
pagated. As on the last of these questions, so also on the 
first, various opinions had been held in the church. On these 

^ * Pelagius, who did not find Augustin at home at Hippo, had written 
him a very respectful letter. Augustin answered him in a few friendly 
lines, which at bottom, however, might already intimate some suspicion 
about the doctrine of Pelagius conceming grace, as Augustin afterwards 
(de gestis Pelagii, c. 26) actually explained the words, but putting into 
them more, perhaps, then, than they really meant. At all events, there was 
a very delicate aflusion to the importance of the right doctrine concerning 
grace. He wrote to him, for example : Retribuat tibi Dominus bona, 
quibus semper sis bonus— ores pro me, quo talis a Domino fiam, qualem 
me jam esse arbitraris. Ep. 146. But without doubt, Augustin, who, 
on account of the peculiar tone of his mind, was habituated to such 
forms of expression, might thus express himself, without having in his 
mind any particular allusion to the views of Pelagius. * 

t De traduce peccati. 
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points nothing haS been decided by the church system of 
doctrine. On account of his own particular views, then, on 
such a disputed matter, no one could be regarded as a teacher 
of false doctrine.^' Had lie denied the necessity of infant 
baptism (now universally acknowledged 'to be an ‘apostolical 
tradition), that charge might seriously aflect him ; but, in 
truth, he also affirmed the necessity of this rite, although he 
entered into no farther explanation of the grounds of its 
necessity. With these evasive answers, however, men were 
in nowise satisfied ; and as he could not be induced to condemn 
the opinions which he was accused of maintaining, he was 
excluded from the fellowship of the church. t 

But more favourable for the cause of Pelagius were the 
circumstances under which the controversy was renewed in 
another country. Pelagius, in the year 415, made a journey 
to Palestine, and in this way the controversy was spread to 
that part of the world ; for Jerome was then living at Beth- 
lehem, and he maintained a close correspondence with the 
Western church, and was moreover a man whose interest in 
theological polemics could easily be set in movement. He 
agreed with Augustin in opposing the Pelagian doctrine con- 
cerning the free-wi:;, and concerning the freedom from corrup- 
tion of human nature ; and, owing to the connection in which 
this controversy seemed to him to stand with another, which at 
an earlier period had passionately interested him, he was led to 
attach to it much the greater weight. We refer to its connec- 
tion with the Origenistic disputes. Jerome was inclined to 
trace the Pelagian doctrine concerning free-will and the 
moral powers of man’s nature to the influence of Origen and of 
Bufinus,whom he now so thoroughly hated, and to look upon Pe- 
lagius as a disciple ofRufinus. In addition to this, it happened 
that Jerome, who was so sensitive to all personal attacks, and so 
slow to forget them, was told that Pelagius had, on various 
points, attacked his commentary on the epistle to the Ephesians 
and his letter against Jovinian and for these reasons he was 
alr^dy much excited against him.§ A young Spanish eccle- 

^ Quaestionis res ista, non htBresis. 

t Marini Mercator, common itorium super nomine Coelestii. An- 
giiStin, de peccato originis, c. ii. j See vol. Ill p. 285. 

I See his bitter taunts against Pelagius, whose person he describes, 
Vdthout naming him, in the preface to his commentary on Jeremiah. 
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siastic, Paulus Orosius, was then on a visit to Jerome at Betli- 
lehem. This person was a disciple, and an enthusiastic an^* 
servile follower of Augustin. His professed object was to 
prosecute his studies under the direction of Jerome ; and he 
gave the latter a more distinct account of this recent contro- 
versy, and proposed to him many questions relative to the 
whole matter in dispute. Jerome came out as a writer against 
Pelagius, in the first place without mentioning his name;* but 
Pelagius without difficulty found many friends in the Oriental 
church, to which he stood in a very different relation, as it , 
concerned his system of faith, from that which he held to the 
church of the West.| To such nice distinctions on the relation 
of free-will to grace, the members of the Oriental church were, 
in fact, as a general thing, not accustomed. Moreover, it had 
in nowise occurred to any one there to give such prominence to 
the antithesis between grace and free-will, as has been done in 
the Western church. Many of the assertions of Augustin 
would in this church have given great offence. The less men 
were acquainted here with the disputed questions of the Western 
church, and the less interest they felt in them, the more easily 
could they be made easy by tlie general declarations of Pelagius ; 
and the latter was, besides, much more at home in the Oriental 
system of doctrine than were his opponents. 

When, in the year 415, Paul Orosius appeared before a 
synod assembled under the presidency of the bishop John (who 
had long been suspected by the friends of Jerome), and com- 
posed of presbyters connected with his church, he supposed he 
should easily be able to supplant the monk and layman, by 
means of the authority of the great bishop whose mind ruled 
the North African church. | But the worthy bishop John, of 
Jerusalem, \vho had already distinguished himself by many 
conflicts with blind zealots, was not disposed to lend his hand 
to any such measures of oppression. When it was objected to 
Pelagius that he taught doctrines controverted by Augustin, 

* In his letter to Ctesiphon, and in his dialogues. 

f This Jerome himself intimates, in his letter to Ctesiphon, where he 
speaks of the question brought into discussion by Pelagius : Quse ante 
literas tuas plerosque in Oriente decepit, ut per simulatam humilitatem su- 
perbiam discerent. * 

J Although we become acquainted with these proceedings only through 
the passionate report of Orosius himself, yet the latter is so confused as 
to testify against himself. 
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file former, who wfluld do homage to no human authority, re* * * § 
jplied, as he safely do in the Oriental church, where 

Augustin’s name haitlly stood at this time in so high authority 
as iu file church of the West— And what matter is it to me 
what Augustin says This remark was sufficient to stir up 
the indignation of Augustin’s enthusiastic friends. They ex- 
claimed that lie who ventured to calumniate the bishop to whom 
the whole North African church owed its restoration^l deserved 
to be excluded not only from that assembly, but from the 
fellowship of the whole churdi. But, without paying any 
attention to this outcry, the bishop Jolm rather took the part 
of the man who was to be put down by dogmatic assertions. 
Dispensing with all hierarchical prejuUices, lie allowed him, 
though but a monk and layman, to take his seat among the 
presbyters ; a proceeding for which he is highly censured by 
Orosius, who complains that he should permit a person accused 
of manifest heresy — though to be sure that person liad never 
as yet been heard before any ecclesiastical body — to sit among 
Catholics ; a layman to sit among presbyters. The bishop 
John said he would now like to be Augustin , that he might 
pardon Pelagius in Augustin’s name. 

Felagius was accused of iiiaintaining that man is without 
sin, and can easily obey the divine commands if he pleases. 
As the bishop John, like the Orientals generally, had no very 
strict or profound conception of what constitutes the fulhl- 
ment of the law, he believed examples could be found in the 
sacred scriptures of a perfect fultilnieiit of the law.§ Ail 
that appeared to him as false was the assertion that it was pos- 
sible for any man to accomplish this Avithout the divine assist- 
ance. But when Pelagius acknowledged the divine assistance 
to be necessary here, the bishop was perfectly satisfied. It 

* JEt quis est mihi Augustinus ? Perhaps, however, Pelagius may not 
have originally expressed the answer in precisely the form in which the 
hostile and embittered Orosius here repeats it. 

t Doubtless referring to his efforts in healing the schism of the 
Donatists. 

f The words of Orosius are : Videlicet laicum in concessu presbyte. 
roram, ream hscreseos manifestae in medio Catholicoruiu, sedere praBcepit 

§ He appeal(^d t6 what had been said of Zechariah and of Elizabeth, 
Lake i. ; to God’s command given to Abraham that he should walk 
before him and be perfect; which pre-supposed the possibility of the 
thing required. 
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was q\iite foreign from him to propose <^^10 the former su^h 
questions as would have been proposed to him in the Westeiu' 
church, with a view to draw from him an explanation of what 
he understood by the divine assistance. He was satisfied with 
tlie'explanation expressed in those general terms ; and any one 
who, after this, was still bent on detecting heresy in the doc- 
trine of Pelagius, seemed to him to detract himself from the 
power of divine grace. Finally, the accusers of Pelagius re- 
peatedly affirmed that both the parties belonged to the Latin 
church ; and hence the question was one which only in the 
Latin church could be rightly understood. The bishop John 
conceded this, and agreed that the subject should be referred 
to the Roman bishop Innocent, and meanwhile both parties 
should cease all further attacks on each other. 

This attack on Pelagius having issued in a manner so little 
favourable to their view^s, the hostile party, consisting for the 
most part of ecclesiastics from the West, who probably held 
their consultations at Bethlehem,* determined to renew the 
assault before another bishop, and a still more numerous 
assembly. In the same year the two deposed Western bishops, 
Heros of Arles, and Lazarus of Aix (Aqua?), appeared as the 
accusers of Pelagius, before a synod assembled at Diospolis in 
Palestine, under the presidency of Eulogius, bishop of Caesarea. 
Tiie propositions laid to his charge on this occasion were partly 
statements in which, as they expressed it, the lieretical element 
could not be easily detected, and on which, by means of super- 
added explanations, Pelagius might easily come to an under- 
standing with his judges.^ The members of this council were 

* A significant hint on this point is contained in a letter of Pelagius 
to a presbyter who was his friend, written after the conclusion of the 
second council, and giving an account of the decision of this assembly : 
Quae sententia omneni in malum conspirantem societatem ab invicem 
separavit. Augustin, de gestis Pelagii. s. 54. And, in fact, Heros and 
Lazarus did actually return to the W est. He might, then, have had good 
grounds for considering all these undertakings as the concerted plan of a 
party, which had associated for the purpose of bringing about his con- 
demnation in ffie Oriental church. Yet if the whole thing had in this 
case been previously concocted, the points of complaint would, in all pro- 
bability, not have been so unskilfully arranged. 

f Thus it was objected to him that he had asserted : In die judicii 
iniquis et peccatoribus non esse parcendum ; sed seternis eos ignibus esse 
exurendos.’" It is most probable — which is also confirmed by Augustin’s 
remark on this passaire in his book de gestis Pelagii — that Pelagias had 
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alio disposed to ask* ^10 further questions, provided only that 
^race and free-will were both equally maintained ; and accord- 
ingly Pelagius found it not difficult to satisfy his judges. He 
was clferged with holding the doctrine, that man, if he 
pleases, can be perfectly free from sin ; that there was such a 
thing as perfect purity from sin among mankind.” This he 
explained by saying that he who is converted from sin may 
Jive without sin by his own efforts and God’s grace ; but that 
Ike not, for this reason, placed also beyond the reach of all 
lemptations. Understood with these limitations, the synod 
^ere likewise all of the same opinion. It was now required of 
pirn that he should pronounce sentence of condemnation against 
[all who taught the contrary. lie consented; yet on the sin- 
gular condition that he might condemn them as fools, not as 
heretics.^ Furthermore, some of the propositions which had 

combated those who held out the promise of final salvation to a dead 
church faith, not connected with a change of heart, but subsisting along 
with a vicious life, at least after suffering disciplinary punishment in the 
ignis purgatorius. His sincere zeal for morality may perhaps have 
moved him to deny altogether the doctrine of such an ignis purgatorius. 
When this proposition was brought before him, he appealed in defence 
of his assertion to the word of Christ himself, Matth. xxv. 46 ; and who- 
ever believed otherwise, he, added, w^as an Origenist. With this the 
synod was satisfied ; for the Origenistic doctrine concerning the avroxot- 
•ratrratni had always had, though not all, yet the majority of the most 
influential voices in the church against it. But had Pelagius unfolded 
this views more fully, and also represented the doctrine of that purgatorial 
fire as an Origenistic heresy, the members of the council would perhaps 
not have been so easily satisfied. Another assertion was : Quoniam plus 
facimus quam in lege et evangelic jussum est, in conformity with the 
doctrine of the consilia evangelica, which was so intimately connected 
with the monastic system of morals, and in which Pelagius might cer- 
tainly find some support for his system. Pelagius cites, in defence of 
this proposition, the remark of Paul, I Cor. vii. 25, in recommendation, 
as it was^ generally supposed, of celibacy. Furthermore, the proposition : 
“ The kingdom of heaven is promised even in the Old Testament.” In 
this proposition, the sense corresponding to the orthodox faith admits, of 
course, of being more easily found than the heretical. The heretical 
sense, it may be conjectured, lay in the assertion, that men could obtain 
salvation by observance of the law ; that there was a justitia legis. See 
below. 

* Anathematizo tanquam stultos, non tanqusm hcereticos. It is evi- 
dent that the synod here proceeded in a very superficial way, with little 
regard for rigid and precise dogmatic notions. It is not clear, indeed, 
what it was that Pelagius really condemned. If he meant to condemn 
those who taught that there were sinless men, the purport of his declara- 
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come from Coelestius were read to him ; out for these he mam- 
tained that he was not to be held accountable, since they were 
none of his. lie was even ready to condemn them, although it 
would seem as if he could not do it without also condemning 
many of his own doctrines. But perhaps the matter was made 
easy to liim by hastily reading over the propositions, and for- 
bearing, to enter into any minute inquiries.^ As the result of 
the whole business Pelagins was recognized as a member of 
the Catholic church. From the relation of Pelagius to the 
Oriental church, we may infer that he found many friends 
there, especially among the monks ; and this passionate class 
of men may have resorted to many measures in support of the 
party of Pelagins, of vliicli the latter himself wholly disapproved. 
Moreover, Jerome, by his })assionate and overbearing tem- 
per,! by his reproachful abuse of the bishops of this country, 
may have rendered liimself hateful to many, who now sought 
to take their revenge on him. But whatever the truth may be 
with regard to those violent proceedings said to have taken 
place in the cloisters at Bethlehem after the triumph obtained 
by Pelagins at the council oi‘ DiosiDolis, yet certainly the ac- 
counts of them, all of wliich may in the end be traced to the 
testimony of Jerome, which deserves but little confidence in 

tion may have been, that the -question did not relate to doctrine, but t a 
fact. A false doctriiie — he must have meant, in this case, to say — could 
only arise 'when it was asserted that such persons had so lived without 
grace. Otherwise to affirm, as a matter ot fact this which was contrary 
to experience, ought not to be called false doctrine, but foolishness ; but , 
if w'e suppose this, Pelagius could not be exonerated from the charge of 
surrendering his own convictions, or of contradicting himself. Or perhaps 
he meant to condemn those w'ho taught that men could lead sinless lives 
without the help of divine grace. But when w e consider w'hat a broad 
conception Pelagius connected with the term grace, it may easily be 
explained that he meant to say : Those w ho declared grace could he dis- 
pensed with in order to a sinless life, deserved to be styled fools and 
madmen for teaching a doctrine so perfectly absurd. 

* It is very possible that, as Augustin remarks (de gestis Pelagii, s, 
67 )r in a brief transcript of those proceedings, he may, not without good 
reasons, have left out the express condemnation of those propositions of 
Cceiestius. 

f Palladius, who to be sure belonged to a party hostilely disposed to 
Jerome, represents another as saying of him (hist, lausiaca, c. 78.) : 

tf’otJrjjv us v^o Tee,vT^s rm Xoyuv 

frovrav rod ou fjbh uytog tls tqVou; 

^4a<ru AVTotj a Kut iSiov 
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matters so nearly concerning himself and his personal enemfes."^ 
are not sufficiently diL>tinct and well authenticated to enable us 
correctly to judge to what extent Jerome was to blame in this 
affair, and whether any party of Pelagius, had a hand in ‘it, 
and, if so, what they did. One thing we may confidently 
assert, that it was quite foreign to the disposition of the latter 
to intermeddle with such business. Had it been possible really 
to bring any such accusation against him, his enemies Assuredly 
would not have long delayed to produce the more definite tes- 
timony which the Roman bishop Innocent demanded. 

The verdicts of these two councils were now made the most 
of by the party of Pelagius, to justify their own orthodoxy. 
Their opponents, it is true, did not allow themselves to falter 
at these decisions ; yet they took different measures according 
to their different turns of mind. The violent Jerome did not 
hesitate to fix a suspicion of Pelagian heresy oi^ the synod 
itself. I Augustib, on the other hand, endeavoured to show, 
in his work De gestis Pelagii, that the synod had only suf- 
fered itself to be deceived by the ambiguous explanations of 
Pelagius, but that, by the anathemas which it prescribed to 
him, it had in reality condemned his peculiar doctrines, Plere, 
we must admij^^, he went on the erroneous supposition, that as 
Christian truth is but one, and the doctrine of the church but 
one, therefore the doctrine of grace held by this synod must 
have been the same with that of the whole Oriental church. 

As a counterpoise to the authority of these Oriental church 
assemblies, it was sought, moreover, to gain the acquiescence 
of the Roman bishop Innocent. Three letters were therefore 
addressed to him from the North-African church, in the year 
416; one from a synod held at Carthage; the second, from 
one held at Mileve in Numidia ; the third, from five North- 
African bishops, of whom Augustin was one. In these letters 
they accused Pelagius and Coelestius of maintaining free-will 
in a way that excluded grace, and of denying grace in the 
peculiar Christian sense, since they did not place it in an 
inward actuation and communication of the divine Spirit ; but 
only understood thereby, either the gifts and powers bestowed 
on man by creation, or the outward revelation by the law, or 

* See the conclusion in Augustin’s book de gestis Pelagii, and three 
letters of the Roman bishop Innocent, 

t He styles it (epi 81) synodus miserabilis. 
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the forgiveness of sin. They were also accused of denying 
the necessity of baptism in order to the salvation of infants. 
At the same time these bishops sent him a book of Pelagias, 
in ‘Which they hacj marked several passages, which he was 
requested’ to notice. 

In the meantime, Pelagius and Coelestius also sought to 
justify themselves before the Roman bishop. Pelagius wrote 
him a letter, in which he defended himself against both the 
charges : namely, that he asserted a free-will standing in no 
need of grace, ^ and that he denied tiie necessity of baptism in^ 
order to the salvation of infants-f With this letter he sent a 
confession of faith, in which he fully unfolded his orthodoxy 
on those points whicii liad no connection with this controversy. 
On the matters in dispute, he delared liimself with less dis- 
tinctness, and also indult^ed himself a good deal in special 
pleading, for the purpose of setting the doctrine of his oppo- 
nents in an unfavourable light; attacking, though without 
naming him, Jerome in particular, who, indeed, by his ex- 
aggerations in controversy, and his arguments, wdiich were 
often spun out and lost in mere play and sophistry, exposed 
many a weak point to his adversaries.! Pelagius, on this 

Liberum sicconlitemiirarbitrium, ut dicamus, nos indigere Dei sem- 
per auxilio. 

t Respecting his doctrine concerning the baptism of infants see below. 
The fragments of this lettiT may be found in Augustin, de gratia Christi, 
c, 30, 32, et 33, and de peccato original!, c. 17 et 21. 

X Pelagius says, accordingly, he abhorred the blasphemies of those who 
taught that ^od had commanded men to do impossibilities, and that 
God's commands could not be fulfilled by individuals, but only by all, 
collectively and in common. This remark is aimed against the doctrine 
held alike by Augustin and .Jerome, that human natnre, in its present 
state, is not able to fulfil the divine law — especially in the form in which 
it had been expressed by Jerome, when he said, that as at present every- 
thing good among men was in some respect or other defective, or partial, 
so they mutually supplied each other‘'s deficiencies by means of the pre- 
dominant virtues in individuals- Hieronym. 1. I. adv. Pelag. f. 

496-97, T. IV. ed. Martianay. Agafe, Pelagius said, we condemn those 
who afiirm that the Son of God was necessitated to utter what was fal§e 
by the power of the flesh ; and that, on account of his assumption of 
human nature, he could not do all which he willed. In one respect, so 
fhr as it regards the last proposition, this charge was unjust, Jerome, for 
instance, had asserted — citing as his authority the passages in Mattlh. 
xxvi. 39 *, John v. 30 — that Jesus, in speaking as a man, had not made 
himself independent of God, nor ascrilied to himsidf any self-sufficiency 
grounded in human nature ; while, on the contrary, the Pelagians would 
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occasion also, assIrtM a free-will constantly standing in Jieed 
ojl" the divine assistance ; and he charged his opponents with 
maintaining partly the Manichean doctrine, that certain men 
(those who do not participate of grace) cannot avoid sin, parjtly 
the Jovinian, tha^ certain men (the predestinate) are l^y nature 
incapable of sin. He himself taught, on the contrary, that 
man is always capable both of sinning and of not sinning. 

The Roman bishop, Innocent, received those letters from 
the North-Afriean church before the letter and confession of 
faith sent by Pelagius could reach him. Innocent, as may be 
gathered from his letters, was, on the doctrine concerning the 
relation of nature to grace, a decided opponent of the Pelagian 
system : it w^ould seem, also, that he penetrated more deeply than 
others into the original grounds of this whole matter of dispute.^ 
Still, it cannot be inferred, however, from any declarations 
of his, that he entirely agreed in his system with Augustin. On 
the contrary, an intimation is given, that, inasmuch as he held 
the communications of divine grace to be dependent on the 
worth of indivicinals, he accordingly differed from Augustin in 
an important point.f Yet, at all events, the heretical matter 
in the Pelagian doctrines first attracted his notice ; and of any 

difference between nis own views and those of the North 

• 

fain claim for themselves an independence and self-sufficiency, which 
Christ himself had never thought of asserting. But the objection was 
Just with reference to the first of those 'propositions; for, citing the 
passage in John vii, 10, which Porphyry had seized upon as a ground 
for accu^ng Christ of fickleness of purpose, he said in justification of 
Christ: Omnia scandala ad carnem esse referenda, wliich were either, 
like many of the sayings of Jerome, sounding words without any reason- 
able meaning, or must have been intended to mean that the weakness of 
the sensuous nature even in Christ rendered it necessary to deviate from 
the strict law of veracity. L. c. f. 519, 20 21. 

perceived (see below) that this dispute •was connected with a 
dinere^ Way of regarding the relation of God's providence to creation, 
S« 3. ^ Epistola ad Concil. Carthag. Ergo eris tibi in providendo prse- 
Stan^or, quam potest in eo esse, qni te ut esses effecit? Et cui putas debere 
quod vx vis, quomodo non putas illi debere quod quotidianam ejus conse- 
quendo gratiam tahter vivis ? 

f Innocent, ep. ad Concil. Carthag. s. 7. Of die Pelagians : Quis 
tantus illorum pectora error obccecat, ut si ipsi null am Dei gratiam 
sentiunt, qnia iwc diyni sunt nec merentur. To be sure, Augustin would 
have m difficulty in explaining this according to his own sense, by 
simply supposing the dignitas and the mereri to be qualities depending on 
the commtmication of grace- 
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Africans, he may, perhaps, not have been conscious. More- 
over, the North -African church had already conciliated hfs 
favourable regard by appealing to his decision on such a matter 
of dispute. After having bestowed praise, then, on the North- 
African bishops, because, as in duty bound, they had betaken 
themselves to the churcli of Peter, to which all the great con- 
cerns of entire Christendom shoidd be ultimately referred, he 
assured them of his full acquiescence in their condemnation of 
the Pelagian doctrines. 

But soon after, in the year 416, Innocent died ; and his'^ 
successor Zosimus had already been invested with the epis 
copal dignity, when the letter of Pelagius arrived at Rome. 
Zosimus, ill all probability, had not the same doctrinal system 
as his predecessor. Perhaps, as his name might indicate, he 
was of Oriental descent ; and his dogmatic tendency on the 
controverted points may have been akin to that of the East ; 
all which seems, in fact, to be shovm in his first letter on this 
subject to the North- African church. Hence his sentence | 
would turn out to be a very different one from the former. 
Neither were there wanting in Rome individuals who were 
friendly to the Pelagian doctrines, and who contributed to dis- 
pose his mind to look upon them with favour. While Inno- 
cent was living, such individuals would, of course, keep their 
•opinions to tluanselves.'^ At present, they could more openly 
avow themselves. 

Under these more favourable circumstances, Cmlestius him- 
self appeared in Rome. He handed over to the Roman bishop 
a confession of faith, which was well suited doubtless to make 
a favourable impression on one wdio was not aware of the more 
profound connection and coherence of individual doctrines 
with the whole system of Christian faith, and hence was in no 
condition to form a^correct judgment concerning the import- 
ance of the controverted points. He, too, first unfolded at 
large the pure doctrines on matters which had no connection 
whatever with the dispute, and then, as before, sought to 
reduce the disputed matters to mere questions of speculative 
controversy, such as related to the propagation of sin, which 
was connected with the question concerning the origin of souls. 

“ If some questions have been started which do not concern 
the faith, and respecting which multitudes have differed, it 
* Innocentii enistola ad quinque episcopos, s. 2. 
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b^d never efttered his thoughts to estfiblish anytliiiig, {is the 
founder of a new doctrine ; bnt he would very cheerfully allow 
himsel*f to be corrected, where he had erred as a man, by the 
judgment of the Roman bishop.” * Ah the same time,* he 
maintained anevv , that the acknowledgment of the necessity of 
infant baptism, which by the rule of the universal church must 
be imparted for the forgiveness of sin, was altogether inde- 
pendent of those questions, because our Ijord had res'olved that 
the kingdom of heaven may be bestowed only on the baptized ; 
and because the powers of nature did not suffice for tfiis, it 
nust be imparted by grace. But, by so doing, he meant in 
'pwise to appi ove the doctrine of a natural propagation of sin ; 
. V sin, as it consisted in a determination of the will, could not 
tK* derived from nature.f The point of view in which Crcles- 
;tius placed tins matter certainly appeared very clear in the 
outset to Zosimus ; for it seemed sufficient to him that free- 
will and grace should be equally maintained, and all the rest 
pertaining to the relation of these two to each other seemed to 
him to belong among the idle questions of the schools. Coeles- 
tius had several audiences with the Roman bishop himself, and 
always explained hii iself to the satisfaction of the latter. Add 
to this, that-the two bishops, Heros and Lazarus, by wliom the 
complaints had been brought against Pelagius at the council 
of Diospolis, were well known to him as turbulent, mischievous 
men ; and accordingly, the whole affair would the more readily 
appear to him as a mere ebullition of passion^ the less he un- 
derstood of its real nature. Besides, Pelagius had accom- 
panied his letter to Rome with a letter from the bishop Praylus 
of Jerusalem, by whom he was completely justified. 

Accordingly, Zosimus wrote to the North- African bishops on 
the affair of Pelagius and Cmlestius two letters, which must 
have struck these bishops with some surprise, expressing, as 
they did, a judgment so entirely different from that of his pre- 
decessor. He rej^oaches them for not having entered into a 
careful examination of this matter, and for having so easily 
given credit to the charges of trifling and mischievous men. 
He gave the most decided testimony to the orthodoxy of Pek 
gius and Coele^tius, Of Pelagius’ letter he said it agreed 

♦ Prater fidem quastiones. Si forte ut hominibus quispiam ignoranti® 
error obrepsit, vestra sententia corrigatur. 

t See Augustin, de peccato originaii, c. 5, 6, et 23. 
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wholly with the oral declarations of Coelestius. Would th§t 
some one of you,” he writes to the bishops, had been present 
when the letter was read ! How^ rejoiced and surprised were 
all the pious men \w\io heard it ! Scarcely could some refrain 
from tears to find that men so thoroughly orthodox* could yet 
be made objects of suspicion. Was there a single passage in 
the letter where grace or the divine assistance was not men- 
tioned It would appear, then, that Zosimus, when he 
heard the words grace and divine assistance so often repeated, 
had never even thought of any different determination of the 
conceptions associated witli those words ; and that it seemed 
to him in the highest degree unjust that those who expressed 
themselves after this manner should be accused of denying 
grace. lie gave the North- African bishops to understand that 
they had gone over the limits which should be assigned to the 
doctrines of faith, and raised a controversy on questions which 
had no connection whatever witli the faitli. He had reminded 
Coelestius, he wrote, and the priests from various countries who 
were present, that sucli knotty and moot points, and such foolish 
disputes had sprung from that pestilent contagion of an idlej 
curiosity, then spreading on all sides, which led each man to| 
misemploy his mind, and his uncontrolled power erf speech in' 
affecting to know morci than holy scripture revealed. He en- 
treated them, in the name and authority of the apostolic see, 
that they would submit their reason to the Bible, as it was ex- 
plained according to the tradition of the fathers. In his first 
letter, relating only to Coelestius, he decided that either an 
accuser must appear in person at Rome, within the space of 
two months, who could show that Cmlestius thought differently 
from what he had expressed in his own declarations, or that for 
the future no one should presume to call in question his ortho- 
doxy after such manifest proofs of it. 

It may be easily understood that a man who could so express 
himself must have differed widely from the dictrines of Augus- 
tin, although lie did not precisely agree in all respects with 
the Pelagian system, nor perhaps accurately understand it ; 
and, in fact, may not have had any exact knowledge of doctri- 
nal matters at all. Nothing is easier than to suppose that 

* Tales etiam absolutaj fidei. 

t Estne alias locus, in quo Dei gratia vel adjutorivnn prseteruaissum 
sit? 



AGAINST PELAGIANISM. 


323 . 

2osimus was one of those Homan ecclesiastics who sought to 
make themselves faftniliar only with the liturgical forms and 
practitial business of the church, but took no interest in the- 
ological studies ; and in this case it would admit of being 
readily explained how, without any independent theological 
judgment of his own, he was liable to be governed by the influ- 
ence of others, as present by the influence of the Pelagian 
party existing in Romc.^ 

The North- African bishops, accustomed already, in less 
important matters, to assert their independence in opposition to 
the arrogant claims of the Roman bishops, to a supreme judicial 
authority, had no inclination to sacrifice a doctrinal conviction 
of so much weight to themselves to the arbitrary decision of a 
man in whom the inherited authority of a successor of the 
apostle Peter was to supply the place of a theological judg- 
j ment resting on its own independent grounds. Accordingly, 
they addressed to the Roman bishop, in the name of a council 
assembled at Carthage, a letter, in which, probably with all 
professions of respect, they protested against his decision. f 
They gave Zosimus to niidcrstand that he had too easily 
allowed himself to be deceived by the vague declarations of 
Coelestius. •The decided language of these bishops, combined 
with many other pow’erful influences from without, had already 
produced such an eflect, that Zosimus began to assume another 
tone, although he w'as quite careful not to recede in the least 
from his claims to supreme judicial authority. In a second 
letter he praised, indeed, anew the decisive authority of the 
apostolic chair, and defended himself against the reproach of 
lightness and overhaste in his investigations and decisions ; yet 
he already ceases to make further mention of what he had said 
in his earlier letters in favour of Pelagius and of Coelestius ; 
and, in .compliance with the request of the Africans, he sus- 
pended the final decision of the matter until after farther ex- 
amination. The North- African bishops, however, were not at 

* See the edict of the emperor Honoriiis, hereafter to be cited. 

t It is to be lamented that this letter has not reached us ; and we can 
only surmise its contents from the answer given to it by Zosimus. Zosi- 
mus mentions, in his letter, an ohteatatio which the North-African bishops 
had sent to Rome. Many learned men have supposed, that by this was 
meant the letter sent at an earlier period by the bishops to Innocent j but 
it is much more probable that the obtestatio contained in the latter letter 
of the Africans, which is lost, ought here to be understood. 

X 2 
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all inclined to wait for a foreign decision. They anticipated 
this by a decision on their ow'n part. At<in assembly held at 
Carthage, in year 418, they drew up nine canons, in whk;h the 
doctrines relating to ,the moral condition of human nature,* con- 
cerning ^ace and free-will, and concerning baptism, were 
defined and settled in a way opposed to the system of Pelagius. 
In this document were expressed the doctrines of the corrup- 
tion of human nature by the sin of the first man ; of death as^ 
the punishment of sin ; of grace as an inward communication 
of the divine life, from which alone all truly good actions could 
spring. The fourth canon asserts : “ Let him be accursed who 
says the grace of God, by virtue of which we are justified 
through Christ, refers merely to the forgiveness of past sins, 
and not to assistance to secure us against falling under sin for 
the future.’’ V. : ‘‘ Who teaches that this grace helps us to 
keep from sinning, only so far as it opens our minds to a know- 
ledge of the divine commands, so that we are made acquainted 
with what we must strive after, and wliat we must avoid ; but 
that it does not bestow on us a disposition to love, and a faculty 
to practise such commands. For whereas the apostle says, 
‘ Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifieth,’ it would be very 
impious to believe that we have the grace of Christ in order to 
that which puffaih up, but not in order to that which edifieth ; 
while, in truth, both are the gift of God, not only that we 
know what we must do, but also that we love it in order 
to do it; that so where love edifieth, knowledge may not puff 
up.” Furthermore, in the sixth canon the tenet was condemned, 
that grace merely renders more easy the fulfilment of that 
which could also he fulfilled without it. In opposition to this 
view, it was alleged that Christ had not said, Without me ye 
would find it more difficult to do anything ; but without me ye 
can do nothing.” John xv. 5. 

But as tlie Roman bishop, had so preponderant an influence 
in the Western church, and as his influence could effect so 
much even* at the imperial court, it became necessary for the 
Africans to secure betimes their ground in Ihat quarter, and 
to endeavour to gain over the supreme civil power against 
Zosimus. According to Augustin’s principles — ^as we have 
already explained them in the history of the Donatist contro- 
versy — ^no hesitation ought to be felt, but it should rather be 
considered a duty, to call upon the civil power to repress un- 



AGAINST THE PELAGIANS, 


325 


cliristian errors, 'f he connection of Augustin with the .count 
Talerius may doubtless have contributed to procure the inter- 
poisiticiu of the civil power in this present case ; as, in fact, 
Augustin himself, in a controvershd tract relating to these niat- 
ters, which he dedicated to Valerius, intihiates tha? the latter 
had deserved well of the truth for his exertions in this cause. 

Accordingly, fn m the year 418 and on wax d, there appeared 
several edicts, couched in a style more theological than impe- 
rial, against Pelagius and Ceclestius, and their adherents. f 

The bishop Zosinius was not decided enough in his tixeologi- 
cal views and character to be able to niaintain his ground 
against such authorities ; and besides this, he was, no doubt, 
closely pressed at home by a powerful ariti-Pelagian party, 
which had long maintained itself in the eonfiict with the other 
side. Constantius, a man of some rank, who had left the post 
of Vicar of Home (vlcarius and become a monk, stood 

at the head of the former paity.j Calestius was now to ap* 

Dc nuptiis et concupisceiitia, 1. 1. c. i. s. 3. Prcfanis istis novita- 
tibus, quibus hie disputaiido resistiiiius, tu potestate curaudo et instando 
cliicaciter restitihti. iiy this Augustin drew upon himself from the Pela- 
gian Julian the deserved reproaeh, that, as his party could not maintain 
their cause by reasons, they sought to supply this defect by a resort to 
outward forc0. Quam nihil liabeaiit, quod vi qua proteruntur rationis 
opponant, ut alia eorum s 'idpta, ita hi testantur libelii, qui directi ad 
militarein virum (quod etiauk ipse profiten potest; aliis magis negotiis 
quam literis occupatum, impotentio; contra uos prccaiitur auxilium. 
Au^stin, however, docs not deny that he liad applied to the civil power 
iu aid of this object; he only thought he had no reason to be ashamed 
for so doing. He speaks of it with confidence and assurance, as if con- 
scious of having done nothing but what was right; “ Non impotentise 
contra vos pvecamur auxilium ; sed pro vobis potius, ul ab ausu sacrilego 
cohibeamini, Christian® potentisc laudamus oliicium." 

t Two of these edicts, one of them addressed to the bishop Aurelius 
of Carthage, seem to have been issued at the request of the North- 
African bishops. Moreover, the remarks of the Pelagian Julian pre- 
suppose that such a law had been enacted in answer to the petition of 
the North Africans : but he imagines he can interpret it to the advantage 
of his party ; as may be gathered from the words of Augustin, 1. III. c. 
Julian c. i. s. d. Sane, ut dicis, si pro vobis potius ab imperatore respon- 
sum est. But then, it cannot possibly be concei\'cd, how Julian could 
have given any such interpretation to one of the laws which has come 
down to us. It is very probable, therefore, that the law intended is one 
which has not reached our times. 

X prosper, in his chronicle, under the twelfth consulate of Honorius. 
gays : Constantius servus Christi ex vicario llomse habitans, et pro gratia 
l)ei devbtissime Pelagianis resistens, factione eorundem multa peitulit* 
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pear before the Roman bishop, and sustain a' new examination ; 
but he doubtless foresaw the result, and* hastily left Romef 
Upon this Zosimus issued a circular letter (tractoria), in ]yhich 
he pronounced sentence of condemnation on Coelestius and Pe- 
lagius ; adopted the decisions of the council of Carthage 
against the Pelagian doctrines ; and declared himself on the 
doctrines of the corruption of human nature, of grace, and of 
baptism, in accordance with the views of the North- African 
church. Not without reason might the Pelagians accuse 
Zosimus and the Roman clergy, who had before shown them- 
selves so favourable to the cause of Pelagius, of denying the 
convictions they had previously avowed, no matter whether it 
was ignorance, the force of authority, or the fear of man, 
which had chiefly contributed to produce this change.^ 

When thus, through the authority of the Western emperor 
and of a Roman bishop wanting in independence, Pelagianism 
had been condemned, tlie circular letter of Zosimus was sent 
to the whole church of the West, and all bishops were required 
to subscribe it, in its condemnation both of the doctrine, and 
also of the persons of Pelagius and Coelestius. | Those bishops 
who declined were to be deprived of their places, and banished 
from their churches a sentence which was rigorously exe- 

Julian says to his opponents (opus imperfect. 1. III. c. 35), Cur tantis 
totam Italiam faction! bus commovistis ? Cur seditiones Komm conductis 
populis excitastis? And even though this must be considered as the 
accusation of a passionate opponent, yet there must be some truth lying 
at the bottom here. 

^ Julian accuses Zosimus of prevarication. Augustin, c, Julian. Pela* 
gian. 1. VI. s. 37. He says of the Roman clergy : Eos jussionis terrore 
percusses non erubuisse prsevaricationis crimen admittere, ut contra 
priorem sententiam suam, qua gestis catholico dogmati adfuerant (since 
they were present at that assembly held under Zosimus, which had 
declared so favourably to the cause of Pelagius and Ccelestius), pronun- 
tiarent. Augustin, contra duas epistolas Pelagianoruin. 1. II. s. 5. 

f Marius Mercator, in his commonitorium super nomine Ccelestii, says 
of this circular: Per totum orbem missa subscriptionibus sanctorum 
patrum est roborata. 

X See the letter of the bishop Aurelius of Carthagq to the bishops of 
two North-Africaii provinces, in which letter he calls upon those who 
had not given their signatures at the council of Carthage, to do it now, 
so that no room might be left for suspicion against any one ; Quo cum 
in supradictorum hsBreticorum damnatione omnium vestrum fuerit 
Integra subscriptio, nihil omnino sit unde ullius vel dissimulationis vel 
negligentise vel occultae forsitan pravitatis aliqua videatur merito reman-? 
sisse suspicio. 
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ctited, particularly, in Italy, where Pelagianism had many 
si^herents, and in North Africa. ’ • 

Eighteen bishops "of Italy who met this fate complain, not 
ivithoat reason, in a letter composed by the bishop Julian 
of Eclanum, and addressed to the bishop .Rufus of,Thess9lo- 
nica, that, without the convocation of a synod, subscriptions 
were extorted, separately and individually, from the ignorant 
bishops, of whom mere were so many at that time in the 
Western church.* Several bishops in the department of 
Aquileja, from whom their metropolitan Augustin^ the bishop 
of this town, demanded their subscriptions, sent to him a 
covertly Pelagian confession of faith,f drawn out in detail, 
declaring that their conscience did not allow them to condemn 
Pelagius and Ccciestius, persons who were absent, and whom 
they had not heard in their own defence 4 and tliey appealed 
to a general council. But many, who had resigned their 
places for the sake of their convictions, afterwards testified 
repentance, and were accordingly restored again to their spiri- 
tual charges ;§ tliough the sincerity of their repentance may 
well be questioned. On the other hand, the bishop Julian, of 
Eclanum in Apulia, a man whose scientific attainments and 
pious life had acquired for him universal respt'ct, distinguished 
idmself by Iris zeal and courage in standing up for tlie defence 
of what he deemed to be Christian truth. In predominantly 
leaning to the side of the practical understanding, Jjis intel- 
lectual bent resembled that of Pelagius and CoelestiuS. He 
unfolded their doctrines in the most systematic form. He ap- 
pears to have been a more passionate nuui than his predeces- 
sors ; but we should not forget the 0 })i:>ressed condition of his 
party. II In spite of the imposing autliority which the supe- 

\i\ tota penitus occidente non 'minus stultum quam impium dogma 
esse susceptum et simplicibus episcopis sine eongregatione syiiodi in locis 
suis sedentibus ad lioc confirniandum. subscriptionem extortam. The 
words cited in Augustin’s letter of refutation, addressed to the Eoinan 
bishop Bomface, contra dims epistolas Pelagianorum, I. IV.s. 20. 

f To be found, along with some others, in the appendix to the tenth 
volume of the Benedictine edition of Augustin, 

I Metuimus in absentem et nobis inauditorum capita dictare senten- 
tlam, nisi cum prsesentes fuerint confutati. 

§ Marius Mercator commonitorium super nomine Ccelesiii, c. v. 

II Even Augustin esteemed him highly when a young man. See his 
ep. 101 to Julian's father, the Apulian bishop Memorius. 
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riority of his intellect had procured for Aiigustiii in the Wer.- 
ten! church ; in spite of the authority which the bishops pf 
Rome derived from their outward posittou ; in spite of the 
imperial verdict of condemnation, Julian, the banished bishopi 
ill ^Various writings* defended his principles witli a freedom 
reckless of consequences, and in a spirit and style of language 
whicii would have well befitted the leader of a dominant party. 
By his zeal, his scientific gifts, and his exemplary life, he was 
enabled to secure adherents to his principles. A person who 
belonged to the party of his adversaries re})orts that in a time 
of famine he devoted his entire property to deeds of benevo- 
lence. To be sure, in the judgment of his opponents, there 
could be no honest intention in this act of a heretic : it was 
only a means to gain himself followers.* 

With deserved indignation, showing the sentiments of a 
noble mind, Julian rebukes the cowardice of those of his own 
faith who supposed, as he expresses it, that true discretion con- 
sisted in purchasing, by the servility of a degenerate soul, the 
insecure repose of a moment.f He says of them, that, in the 
worldliness of their own spirit, they accused of contention and 
obstinacy those who preferred to suffer any evil rather than 
to give up their convictions. Had there been a frank and 
manly bearing among the bishops, he thinks public opinion 
would as certainly have declared against the delusion of the 
Traductioiiists, as invincible reason destroyed it. In order to 
the defence of truth, science and courage (scientia et fortitudo) 
must be united; neither is of any avail without tlie other. J 
Not without reason might Julian complain of the oppressive 
measures against the adherents of the Pelagian doctrines ; not 
without reason might he complain that Pelagian and Ccclestian 
had been coined into heretical names wherewith to terrify the 
ignorant multitude, and that the latter were constituted judges 
on points whicli they w ere not competent to understand. § He 

* See Gennadius de V. I. c. 45. That Julian acted as the organ of a 
party, is seen from opus imperfect. 1. 1, c. 51, where he says, it had been 
entrusted to him by sanctis viris nostri temporis confessonbus (these of 
course were the confessors of Pelagianism) to write against Augustin. 

f Nihil magis cautis convenire consiliis, quam degeneris animi famu- 
latu emere vel infidam momentorum quietem. 

I Opus imperfect, c. Julian, at the beginning, 

I Quod Coelestianorum vel Pelagianorum nomine homines terreamns, 
1, n. c. Julianum, s, 34. That it was endeavoured to stir up against 
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dfetnanded, on the cf)ntvaryj that wise and judicious men sjiould 

chosen out of all .ranks and professions, whetlier ecclesias- 
tics or civilians, to investigate tlie question ; such as, though 
few in number, might yet be distinguished for reason, scientitic 
cultivation, and freedom of spirit.’^ He complained that the 
guidance of the cinirch had been wrested from reason, in ordei 
that a doctrine whhdi recommended itself to the people might 
have liberty to spread everywhere without cheek or hindrance.t 
He objects to Ids opjmiieuts, that they used every means to 
prevent freedom of inquiry, by calling in the secular power ; 
for they felt themselves obliged to resort to foice, because they 
were deserted by reason.! Augustin, on the other iiaud, pro- 
ceeding on his own principles of ecclesiastical law, which we 
have already explained, and his idea of the church, appealed 
to tiie authority of the church, which had already decided the 
question, and *to tlie legitimate power of the magistracy, which 
is bound to punish the pro[)agators of error in the same man- 
ner as other evil-doers. Wouldst thou have no fear of the 
magistracy ?’’ says he to him, “ Then do what is right. But 
there is nothing right in maintaining a heretical, in opposition 
to the apostolic doctrine. The heresy which the bishops have 
already condemned needs no longer to be examined, but should 
be checked *by the power of a Christian magistracy. ”§ Julian 
constantly made liis ap[)eal to ‘‘ reason,’' which alone should 
examine and decide on all questions ; but this reason assuredly 
had to do only with universal concejitions. From mere reason 
it was impossible to understand what was meant by original 
sin, the need of redemption, and redemj)tion itself. The sub- 
ject-matter of these conceptions could be understood only from 

them homines de plebeiia fece sellulariorum, milites, scholasticos audi- 
torales, nautas, tabernarios, etc. 

* Pauhitas quam ratio, eruditio libertasque sublimat, c. Julian. 1. II. 
s. 36. 

f Eripiuntur ecclesim gubernacula rationis, ut erecto cornu velificet 
dogma popular^ c. Julian, opus imperfectum, 1. ll. c. 2. 

I Quod omnibus opibus negatioiiein exaininis a inundi potestatibus 
comparatis^ iiitelligitis enim, agendum \obis vi esse, cum deserimini 
rationis auxilio. L. c. c. 103. 

§, Vis non tiniere potestatem? bonum fac. Non est ^lutem bonum, 
contra apostolicum sensum exserere et asserere huiieticum sensum. 
Damnata ergo bacresis ab episcopis non adhuc exaniinanda, sed coercenda 
est a potestatibus Cbristiauis. L. c. 
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the actual experience of the soul. Had* Julian consistently 
followed out his reason,” he must havp gone a great deal 
farther in his negations. Augustin could oppose to him the 
con^iousness of the Christian church, which was not first 
made to be such by 'this or that bishop, but which was found 
already present by all as the one whitdi existed from the be- 
ginning. And the objection that the doctrine was a popular 
one, and agreeable to the people, he does not repel, but admits 
the statement to be true ; contending that it is not so much 
an objection as a commendation, that the doctrine which re- 
sponds to the consciousness of the Christian church should be 
distinctly marked. Such a people,” says he, Ambrose 
did not make^ but he found. We admit our doctrine is a 
doctrine^of tlie people ; for we are the people of Him who was 
for this reason called Jesus, because he redeemed his people 
from their sins.”* And Julian himself, on another occasion, 
agrees with Augustin in attaching importance to the popular 
consciousness, when he appeals from the authority of the 
church, and from what appeared to him to be an arbitrary im- 
position of doctrinal subtleties, to the same consciousness ; 
though not indeed to the peculiar subject-matter of the Chris- 
tian consciousness, but to the foundation of the universal sense 
of God ; which itself, however, without the influence of Ctiris- 
tianity, could not have been so clearly developed. He who 
on other occasions was so used to refer to the learned and to 
the more cultivated minds, referred also to the simple, who, 
being occupied w ith the cares of business', had received nothing 
from the schools, yet by faith alone had sought to attain to the 
church of Clirist. He advised them not to allow themselves 
to be disturbed by dark questions ; but, w hile they believed 
God to be the true Creator of men, to believe without waver- 
ing also, that he is a good, a true, and a just being ; and while 
they held fast their conviction of this Trinity, tliey might 
admit and approve everything which theylieard agreeing with 
this idea, while they should let no force of argument deprive 
them of this, but might repudiate every authority and every 
party which sought to convince them of the contrary.! 

^ Tales po|)ulos non fecit, sed invenit Ambrosius fatemur dogma 
nostrum esse ^pulare, quia populus ejiis sumns qui propterea est appel- 
latus Jesus, quia salvum fecit populum suum a peccatis eorum. L.c. c, 2. 

f Simplices, qui aliis occupati negotiis nihil de eruditione ceperant 
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^he principles of* Pelagianism rigidly carried out, would 
ha*^e gone to the extreme of denying altogether man’s need of 
redemption, consequently, of making Christ wholly super- 
fluous ;* hence, of giving an entirely new shape to the church 
doctrine concerning Christ. Yet, though these principles were 
not unfolded with this rigid consistency, they could not fail, if 
but applied, so far they were unfolded, with a clear consci- 
ousness of their import and with logical closeness, to beget a 
theory of tlie person of Christ of a peculiar stamp, and corre- 
, spending to the principles themselves. This connection, 
however, never betrayed itself in the way in which Pelagius 
and Coelestius were accustomed to ])resenl their scheme, for 
only the disputed questions res})ectiiig the character of man 
were deemed of importance by them ; on all other points they 
adopted the common doctrines, receiving them without altera- 
tion, and without examining how far they harmonized with 
their fundamental positions. Yet we have seen already, in the 
case of Theodore of Mopsuestia, how closely his peculiar views 
of man, the relation of which to the (in many respects) 
kindred Pelagian views we shall consider more at large here- 
after ; how closely his doctrine of human freedom was connected 
with his peculiar notions rcvspecting the character and work of 
Christ. A fece of this connection we perceive in Julian of 
Pclanum, who objects to his opponents, that, if they did not 
suppose a human nature in Christ subjected to the seductions 
of sense and to temptation, as in other men, but derived every 
thing of a moral nature in him only from a natural necessity, 
they could not suppose in him any true Iiuman virtue, nor 
recognize him as a moral example for mankind.^ The same 
connection also would be very apparent in a man who, near 
the commencement of the fifth century, was called a follower 
of the Pelagian doctrines, if indeed he was rightly so named. 


sola tamen fide ad ecclesiam Christi pervenire curarunt, ne facile obscu- 
ris quSBStionibus terreantur, sed credentes, etc. Nec hoc eis ulla vis 
argumentationis evellat, sed detesteutur omnem auctoritatem atque 
onmem societatem coiitraria persuadere iiitenten). C. Julian, 1. V. 

8 . 4 . 

♦ Ut omnis virtutum pulchritude quam in se Christus expresserat, 
liidebitis naturse ejus laudibus vacuata flaccesceret. cunctoque veritatis 
su® splendore nudata sacrum magisterium mediatoris ofteret irrisui. 
Opus imperfect. 1. IV. c. 50. 
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We 9 iean Leporius, a monk and presbyter in the south 6f 
France.* , 

Leporius is said to have been condemned in his native 
country on account of liis Pelagian tenets, and in consequence 
of this to have emigrated, with several of his followers, in 426, 
to North Africa ; but at Carthage he was convinced by several 
bishops, chiefly perhaps by Augustin, ti»at he was in an error. 
The bishops by whom he had been convinced, commended him 
to the paternal gentleness of their Gallic colleagues, in a letter 
accompanying the recantation of Leporius. In this recantation, 
he calls God to Avitness, that he liad supposed his error to be 
the truth ; that a well-meant zeal, liiough without knowledge, 
had deceived him. This introduction is suited to inspire con- 
fidence in the sincerity of his recantation ; but, from many 
things which he says in this document, it is diflieult to believe 
that a man who, in his earlier doctrine concerning the person 
of Christ, discovers a tendency of mind so near akin to that of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, would now pass to a mode of expres- 
sion so opposite, and pushed even to the extreme of crassness, 
as exhibits itself in many passages of this recantation. But 
perfectly ignorant as we are of what, in the meanwhile, had 
been working within the breast of this individual, we can 
come to no furtlier determination on this subject. * 

In the above-mentioned recantation, drawn up by Leporius, 
no traces are to be found of Pelagian doctrines ; but the here- 
tical matter in his doctrines would seem, according to this, to 
have consisted simply in a view of Christ’s person, agreeing, in 
all respects, with the })riiiciples of the Antiochian school. Like 
Theodore, he opposed the confounding of the predicates of the 
two natures. ‘‘ It was not God himself who was born as man, 
but a perfect man was born with God.” On the other hand, 
he now said, in his recantation : “I believe thoroughly that 
God is unable to do only what he does not will to do. If God 
willed to be born, as he assuredly did, I firmly believe also 
that he could be born ; since God’s essence is subject to no 
limitation.” Like Theodore, he had distinguished from each 
other the different senses in which Christ is called the Son of 
God according to the two natures, the proper Son of God 

^ He is called a Pelagian by Cassian, de incarnatione Christi, lib. 1. c. 
I ; and Genuadius, de v. J. c. 59. 
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according to his divine, ard the adopted Son of God accofding 
to'his human nature.**^ He likewise supposed, as did Theodore, 
a progressive revelation of the deity, in the human nature 
associated with it, up io the time of Christ’s resurrecticm.l 
He conceived of Christ, in his temptations and sufferings, as a 
man left to himself, so that by his efforts, his obedience, his 
merits, his. constanc}, he achieved for himself that higher state 
which began with his resurrectioinj He also maintained with 
Theodore, that omniscience was not to be ascribed to our Savi- 
* our as man, and that the ignorance which he professed with 
respect to the time of the final judgment was to be understood 
in the literal sense. 

If we might believe, tlien, that account which represents 
Leporius to have been a Pelagian, it might very easily be 
explained how he must have evolyed his doctrine concerning 
the nature of Christ out of his doctrine concerning man ; but 
the singularity in this case would be, that the bishops of 
Carthage, who looked upon the opposition to everything Pela- 
gian as so important, should have required no recantation from 
Leporius on these points. We might from this circumstance 
be led. to conjecture that the PelagianLm with which he was 
charged had* been imputed to him only by inference ; or we 
must suppose that two ep')chs are to be assumed in the history 
of the progress of Leporius in forming his doctrinal system, 
which Cassian and Gennadiiis have neglected to notice: the first, 
when he was a Pelagian ; next, when he was induced to 
subscribe the circular letter of Zosimus, and no longer appeared 
as so open an advocate of Pelagianism. Put his Pelagianism, 
which had been merely suppressed, had subsequently led him 
to the peculiar doctrines which he maintained concerning the 
person of Christ, which he supposed he might teacli, without 
infringing on the doctrines of the church, since, in fact, 
previous to the ou4break of the Nestorian controversies, a 
great deal on this subject was still vague and undefined. 

Among the zealous defenders of the Pelagian doctrines, 
deserves to be particularly mentioned, Annianus, deacon of the 

* Filius Dei proprius— et adoptivus. 

f be gathered from the antithesis in the recantation : Nec 

quasi per gradus et tempora proficientem in Deum, alterius status ante 
resurrectionem, alterius post resurrectionem fuisse credainiis. 

X Laborem, devotionem meritum, fidem. 
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church at Celeda (perhaps in Italy). ^ By the decision ^of 
Zosimus, already mentioned, he was most probably obliged to 
resign his spiritual charge ; but he continued to exert ari active 
influence in favour of the principles of the persecuted party, to 
which he gloried in belonging.^ He believed that he wiis 
contending for the cause of morality, which, by the doctrines 
of the Traducianists, was exposed to tlie utmost perihj — and 
for the cause of moral freedom, the recognition of which distin- 
guished Christianity from Paganism, where sin was palliated 
by charging it on natural necessity and fiite.§ Believing that 
he found in the prevailingly moral interest evinced by Chrysos- 
tom, in the manner in vvhich he attacked the excuses pleaded by 
moral rernissiiess, in the manner in which he stood up in 
defence of fiee-will along with grace, |1 a great deal which, 
being akin to his own views, admitted also of being opposed to 
the principles of tlie Traducianists and the new Manicheans,^ 
he translated the homilies of Chrysostom on the gospel of 
Matthew, and his liomilies in praise of the apostle Paul, into 
Latin ; and accompanied these translations with dedications to 
his Pelagian friends, in which he very plainly avowed his own 

principles. It 

Various offshoots from the Pelagian party continued to pro- 
pagate themselves in Italy, down to the middle of the fifth 
century ; and the Roman bishop, Leo the Great, had occasion 
once more to remind the bishops, that no ecclesiastic belonging 
to the Pelagian party, could be re-admitted to the communion 

* See Hieronym. ep. 81 ud Alypium et Augustiuum, where he is 
cited as a friend of Pelagiiis, aiid author of a violent controversial tract. 

I In the dedication to Oroiitius, one of the deposed Pcdagian bishops : 
Inter has, quas pro hdci vobiscuin amove perpetimur tentationum pro- 
cellas. 

X Per occasioiiem quarundam nimis difficiliun^uoestionum a&dificationi 
mornm atque ecclesiasticse discipline satis insolinter obstrepitur. 

, § Ingenite nobis a Deo libertatis decus, cujus confessio praecipnunx 

inter nos gentilesque discrimen est. 

|j See below, the development of his system. 

*1 Non enini est in alterutro (doctrine concerning grace or free will) 
ant iricautus annimius ; sed in ntroque moderatus. Pro evangelica per- 
fectione nobiscum pugnare videtur. Videtiir non tarn pnesentes infor- 
masse discipulos, quam nobis contra vere fidei oppugnationem auxilia 
praeparasse. 

Only his translation of eight homilies has come dd%n to our times. 

tt See opp. Chrysostomi ed. Montfaucon. T. II. et T. VII. 
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of the church Without a very distinct recantation, and without 
expressly subscribing all the decisions of the church, in oppo- 
sition to its doctrines. As late as the close of the fifth century, 
an aged bishop named Seneca appeared in. Italy, whq ventured 
publicly to defend doctrines akin to Pelagianism, and, in fact, 
to excommunicate a presbyter who contradicted tliein. It is 
impossible, however, from the letter, written in passion, which 
the Roman bishop Gelasius issued against him, to determine 
with certainty whether he really stood in any outward connection 
with the Pelagian party, or whether perhaps, as an unlearned 
man, and (if what Gelasius says is true) without knowing 
anything about Pelagius, while supposing himself to be per- 
fectly orthodox, he had been forced, in opposing the doctrine 
of original sin in its stilfest form, and the doctrine of the 
damnation of infants, so revolting to all sound feelings^ to 
hazard many assertions closely bordering on Pelagianism.* 

If now we glance back at the result of these disputes in 
the Western church, it certainly cannot be denied, that as well 
here as in the doctrinal controversies of the Oriental church, 
it was no free development of the opposite sides which had 
brought about that result ; but Pelagianism had succumbed to 
an outward «force, which hindered it from freely expressing 
itself. At the same tinn , however, a great difference is mani- 
fest between the clause of these disputes, and of those in the 
Oriental church. It was, not the shifts and intrigues of a 
theological party, which, mixing up secular and spiritual 
interests, contrived to connect itself with the court ; but it 
was the superior intellect of an individual, actuated solely by 
zeal for what he considered to be sacred truth, which, con- 
trolling the minds around it, succeeded by their means to make 
the civil power subservient to his own convictions. And 
although, a few men of independent minds were obliged to 
yield to force and to numbers, yet tlie doctrine, which in this 
case gained the victory, was not, as so frequently happened in 
the Oriental church, a doctrine forced upon the natural deve- 
lopment of the church by the secular power, and therefore to be 
followed at some .subsequent period by a violent reaction ; but 
' that doctrine conquered which had oii its side the voice of the 

See the do||bents in the appendix to the tenth volume of the Bene- 
dictine edition of Augustin. 
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universal Christian consciousness, since this declared itself 
against the Pelagian tendency ; the doctrine conquered which 
found a ready point of union in the whole life and experience 
of fhe chii/ch, as expressed in its prayers and in all its liturgical 
forms. Hence also it followed, that although Pelagianisni had 
been conquered, ratiier by suppression tfian by free evolution, 
yet there was no violent reaction on this side. But, for this 
very reason, the system of Augustin, as will hereafter appear, 
could not so easily succeed in establishing its claims to validity 
on another side of it, wljere this system itself came in collision 
with a higher inward power, with a conviction hitherto domi- 
nant in the great majority of minds, and which in fact struck 
its roots in the depths of the Christian life and consciousness. 

We will then, in the first jdace, before proceeding farther 
to develope the history, bring more distinctly to view what has 
just been stated, by contemplating more nearly the inner rela- 
tion to each other of the conflicting views which here present 
themselves, and the manner in which the conflict was carried 
on between them. And first, in respect to tlie importance of 
the disputed questions of which we here speak, in their bear- 
ing on the Christian system of faith; Pelagins, it is true, and 
especially Cmlestius,^ sought to lower the importance of the 
points in dispute, as if all differences here might be reduced to 
mere diversities of specnlative opinion, which had nothing to 
do with faitli. But to this course they were h'd by their rela- 
tion to the dominant party in the church ; since for the present 
their only anxiety was that they might be allowed freely to 
express their own peculiar principles, as others were allowed 
to express the opposite ones. For a different course was pur- 
sued by the ardent and untrammelled bishop J ulian of Ecla- 
num, who, after being spurned from the dominant church, had 
no further cause to seek after a reconciliation of differences. 
He denounces,! in the strongest terms, those of his party who, 
in yielding from outward motives to the party in power, con- 
soled themselves with the reflection, f: that this dispute had 

* See above, his trial at Carthage, and his letter to the Roman bishop. 
Pp. 309, 310. 

f Opus imperfectum Augustini contra Julianum, 1. V. c. ii. et seq. and 
k VI. c. 1. _ 

^ Ejusmodi opinionem hactenus super nostro fuiss^|||ertamine, ut ad 
qu^tionem involutam magis quam ad summam spectare fidei crederetur. 
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nothing to do with the essentials of faith, but related merely 
to^ obscure questions nn wliich faith was but slightly concerned. 
He maintained, on the contrary, that the highest object of 
Christian faith itself, the doctrine concerr\ing God, was essen- 
tially concerned here ; for the Traducianists^ and the Catholics 
did not agree even in their doctrine concerning God. The 
God of the Traduci .nists was not the God of the gospel ; for 
since they taught that human nature is, from the birth upwards, 
tainted with sin, and since tliey declared concupiscence itself 
to be sin, they denied either that God is the creator of man’s 
nature, and made Satan its author, and consequently fell into 
Maniciieism, or they made God himself to be the author of 
sin ; and in teaching that God was a being who punished un- 
avoidable sin, and who arbitrarily assigned the destinies of woe 
or of bliss, they impinged upon his moral attributes of holiness 
and justice. On the other side, Augustiri did not concede to 
Coelestius, that this dispute was so unimportant in its bearing 
on doctrines ; for as the acknowledgment of the doctrine of a 
liedeemer and a redemption, in which consisted the essence of 
Christianity, presupposed tlie acknowledgment of a need of 
redemption, lienee this doctrine was closely connected with the 
doctrine of ^the corruption of man’s nature, and accordingly 
with the doctrine of the brst shi and its consequences ; and the 
former fundamental doctrine, without this presupposition, lost 
its significance. On the contrast, therefore, between Adam 
and Christ, rested the essence of Christiaiuty.f Among the 
Pelagians, accordingly, the predominant polemical interest 
was the interest in behalf of the universal idea of a religious 
moral sense, in a form, however, in wliicli it could not have 
developed itself without Christianity; while, with Augustin, 
the predominant interest was in behalf of that which consti- 
tutes the more peculiar essence of the Chri>tian consciousness. 

As, in this controversy, several matters, standing closely 
connected together in the Christian system of faitli, were 
brought into the discussion, the question now forces itself 

* As he denominated the defenders of the doctrine of original sin, 
accusing them of maintaining that sin was propagated by generation, the 
propagatio peccati per traducem. 

t In causa duorum hominum, quorum per unum venumdati sumus 
sub peccato, per alteruni redimimur a peccatis, proprle fides Christiana 
wnsistit. Augustin, de peccato originali, s. 28. 

VOI.. IV* 


z 
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Upon jas, whether perliaps all the individual differences which 
here presented themselves to view might not be reduced to o?ie 
fundamental difference in the mode of religious apprehension, 
froip which, as the original source, all the others proceeded. 
But if, ill examining doctrinal controversies generally, we 
should ourselves distinguish what is set forth wdth clear con- 
sciousness by the contending parties as the fundamental point 
of difference, and the still more general and more recondite 
opposition, to which this fundamental difference admits of 
being reduced, though the contending i)arties, who have not 
traced the opposition to its ultimate grounds, are not conscious 
of any such thing — it is of the more importance to make a 
distinction in the present case — because the convictions of 
those who defended the Pelagian doctrines had grown out of a 
practical interest, wdiile they stood on the common ground of 
a system wdiich had been handed downi to them, and against 
which they had no intention whatever to contend. Further- 
more, w^e must distinguish what is original and what derived 
in the generic development out of the life within, out of the 
Christian consciousness, and what stands in the same relation 
of original and derived in the speculative conceptions of the 
understanding. 

If we are contented to receive as true what was constantly 
expressed with clear consciousness by both the parties them- 
selves, it must seem that the dispute properly started from the 
different modes of contemj)laljng human nature in its present 
condition, or more particularly, from different notions with 
regard to the relation in wliicli the moral condition of the later 
race stands to the sin of the first man ; for everything else that 
came into the discussion, the different notions respecting maids 
need of help, respecting the nature of the redemption, respect- 
ing the wwk of Christ and the operation of Christianity, 
respecting tlie object and the effects of baptism, — all this w^as 
closely connected wdth the fimdamental difference above men- 
tioned. Augustin, in fact, w^as continually falling back upon 
the position, that man found himself in a state of corruption ; 
and, on the other hand, this was the point to which the denial 
of the Pelagians particularly referred. Moreover, in the 
development of the religious consciousness, this will constitute 
the mo*st original and the most important difference of all, 
namely, m what relation man places himself to God and 
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<3hrist, whether Hi the relation of one who needs hejp and 
cedemptioD, or not,; and in what degree of strength this con- 
sciousness manifests itself. 

At the same time, however, we meet with many disputed 
points which do not admit of being thus traced back to this 
fundamental difference. On the contrary, differences of the 
two systems in i'^dividiial points are to be met with, from 
which that very disputed itself which was prominently 
^et forth by tlie disputatUs as the most luiiversal of all, admits 
of being derived. 

Accordingly, we find here, in the first place, a different 
mode of apprehending one conception, of great importance on 
account of its bearing on the system of religion and morals, 
which did not proceed from the different modes of a})prehend- 
ing the present state of human nature, but rather lay at the 
foundation of these different views themselves. We mean the 
different ways of apprehending tlie doctrine concerning the 
freedom of the liuman will. In tlie Pelagian system, moral 
freedom is apprehended as a freedom of choice ; as the faculty 
of deciding at each moment alike between good and evil ; of 
choosing one of the two for its determinations. Tliis is the 
fruitful root which, according to the different bent of the will, 
produces good or evil.^ On the other hand, Augustin says, 
such an indifference, such an equipendency between evil and 
good, from whence man is able at each moment alike to de- 
cide in fav6ur of the one or the other, j is a thing utterly 
inconceivable. Man is already determined within himself by 
his disposition, before he proceeds to act. Evil and good can- 
not spring from the same root. The good tree cannot bring 
forth evil fruit, nor the evil tree good fruit. The root from 

which all good proceeds is love to God ; the root of all evil is 

• 

* Th^ words of Pelagius in the first hook of his work de Uhero ar- 
bitrio : Habemus possibilitateni utriusque partis a Deo insitam, velut 
quaiidam, ut ita dicam, radiceni fructiferam, quae ex vohintato hominis 
diversa gignat, et qum possit ad proprii cultoris arbitrium vel nitere 
flore virtutum vel sentibus horrere vitioruni. Augustin, de gratia 
Christ! contra Pelagium et Coelestium, s. 19. With this, Julian agrees 
in several passages cited by Augustin, Opus imperfectum, 1. V. et VI. 

f As Augustin aptly describes it in his work against Julian: Libra 
tua, quam conaris ex utraque parte per asqualia momenta suspendere, at 
voluntas quantum est ad raalCim, tantum etiam sit ad bonum libera. 
Opus imperfectum, c. Julian. 1. III. c. 117, 

z 2 
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love to self. According as man is predominantly actuated by 
love to God, or love to himself, he brings ^to pass that which 
is good or that which is evil.* * * § That definition of free-will, he 
mairitains, cannot apply to God, nor to holy beings | It, in 
fact, presupposes a corruption of the moral powers, and loses 
its applicability the more in proportion as man advances far- 
ther in moral development, in proportion as he approaches to 
true freedom. At the higliest point of moral advancement, 
freedom and necessity meet together the rational being acts 
with freedom, in determining himself according to the inward 
law of his moral nature. Since evil is that which is at vari- 
ance with the original essence of the rational creature — that 
which is not grounded in nature, but which contradicts nature ; 
it follows that that which, in the Pelagian definition, is re- 
garded as the characteristic mark of moral freedom, already 
presupposes a corruption of the moral nature, as sin exercises 
over it a power of attraction which it ought not to exercise. 

With this difference was connected still other important dif- 
ferences. Proceeding on the above-stated more ideal and 
material§ conception of freedom, Augustin must believe that 
he found in the actual appearance of human nature an oppo- 
sition to the freedom which was so a})prehended, inasmuch as 
this true conception of freedom is in this case riowliere appli- 
cable. Man uniformly finds himself in a state contradicting 
this freedom, in a condition of bondage to sin. Thus this 
determinate conce})tion of freedom leads Augustiri to the pre- 
supposition of a corruption of human nature, and of an original 
moral condition which preceded it ; and cohering also with 
this is the thought, that, when once this original freedom had 
been disturbed by the first freely chosen aberration from the 
law of the original nature, a state of bondage followed after 
the state freedom. As human nature, evolving itself in 
conformity with its condition by nature, surrendering itself to 
the godlike, becomes continually more confirmed and estab- 
lished in true freedom ; so, in surrendering itself to sin, it 

* Comp. Augustin. 1. c. de gratia Christi. Aliud est caritas, radix 
bonorum, aliud cupiditas, radix ioalorum ; tantumque inter se differunt, 
quantum virtas et vitium. 

t C. Julian, imperfect. 1. VI. c. 10. 

X The beata necessitas boni, as opposed to the misera necessitas mail. 

§ As distinguished from “ formal.” 
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l^ecomes continualiv m()re iiivolved in the bondage ol’sin, to 
^diich Augustin frequently a})plies the words of Christ : “ He 
who Commits sin is the servant of sin.” Evil is its own punish- 
ment, as gfiodness is its own reward. • On the qther hand, 
Pelagius and his adherents found no cause, inasmuch as tliey 
proceeded on that more formal and empirical conception of 
freedom, to suppose any corruption of the moral nature, and 
any different original condition of it. With the 'essence of 
freedom, the possibility of evil as well as of good is for tnem, 
in and of itself, already supposed. This possibility belongs to 
the essence of human nature, and is hence something inalien- 
able. The question, Whence comes sin? is therefore not to 
be entertained. That man who, having it at each moment in 
his power to choose tlie good as well as the evil, chooses the 
evil, has no other cause for tins than his momentary self-deter- 
mination, else he would not be free. When, therefore, even 
the Pelagians were constrained by an outward authority to 
adopt the opinion of an original mural state, of a first man and 
of a first sin as a fact, yet it is clear that this opinion could 
stand in no inner connection with their aiithropologicaJ system 
as a whole ; that they, on the contrary, remained indifierent 
to it ; for, •according to their presupposition of moral freedom, 
apprehended as above described, the moral condition of himian 
nature could suffer no essential change : the same faculty of 
choice between good and evil continued still to exist. 

In connection with this stands another doctrinal conclusion. 
Pelagius places human nature, furnished by God as its creator 
with the moral faculty, in the middle, between good and evil; 
but Augustin considers human nature either as existing in 
its original state, in communion with the original source of 
gotxlness, freely serving it as its natural organ, or estranged 
from the higher power of goodness, whose organ human nature 
was destined to be, and enslaved by the foreign power of evil. 
The moral faculties of man point, according to Augustin, to 
the original fountain of good, from which alone all goodness 
can flow — to God, communion with whom is the supreme 
good of beings endowed with reason, and without whose com- 
munion nothing exists but evil. The following antithesis, 
therefore, presents itself : Life in communion with God, the 
divine life, the supremacy of goodness, nature subordinated to 
grace ; and, on the other side, estrangement from God by a 
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bent of will fallen from the supreme good, self-loVe^-sin. The 
Pelagian idea of freedom, on the contrary,* admits of no sucli 
divine principle of life, transforming and ennobling man’s 
nature, nor.of any systematically grounded opposition between 
nature and grace. God has provided human nature with all 
the capacities and powers requisite to the fulfilment of its 
destination, and so also with moral powers for the practical ex- 
ercise of alf goodness. This unchangeable faculty is the work 
of God alone. It belongs only to man that he should by his 
will apply these powers bestowed on him by his Creator, and 
thereby become what God has destined him to be. The 
ability is from God ; the act of willing and being from marr.* 
But Augustin does not suppose, like Pelagius, that man, 

. after having been once endowed by the Creator with reason 
and free-will, the capacities for the knowledge and practical 
exercise of goodness, was then wholly left to himself in the 
application of them ; but he supposes man also, in this latter 
respect, to be still in absolute and constant dependence bn 
. God as the sole original source of all being, all truth and 
goodness. The capacities of the rational creature are not any- 
thing complete and self-sufficient by themselves, but only or- 
gans to receive, to appropriate, and to reveal what is* communi- 
cated to them by fellowship with that absolute source of truth 
and goodness. J ust as the eye stands in a certain co-relation 
to the sun, so reason stands in co-relation to God.f By this 
principle he was necessarily led to conceive that all rational 
beings, and not man alone, are dependent on grace (gratia, 
the inward revelation and communication of God, the commu- 
nity of the divine life), in order to tiie attainment of their 
destined end. And it ffillows from this that, according to 
Augustin, this dependence does not first proceed from the 
vitiation of man’s moral nature, but was originally implanted 

* Pelagius, quoted by Augustin de gratia Christi, c. iv. Primum 
illud, id esse posse, ad Deuni proprie pertinet, qui illud creaturse suae cou- 
tulit j duo vero reliqua, hoc est velle et esse, ad hominem referenda 
sunt, quia de arbitrii fonte descendunt. 

t e. ^ Augustin’s words : Sicut corporis oculus non adjuvatur a luce, 
Ut ab eadem luce clausus aversusque discedat, ut autem videat, adjuvatur 
ab ea, neque hoc omnino, nisi ilia adjuverit, potest : ita Dcus, qui lux 
est hominis interioris, adjuvat nostrae mentis obtutum, ut non secundum 
nostram sed secundum ejusjustitiam boni aliquid operemur. DepeccatCK 
rum mentis et remissione, 1, II. s. 5, 
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ill this, in like manner as in the nature of all the rational crea-* 
t«res of God. God is the absolute spirit, whose tv ill is law — 
without whose fellowship, without whose support and assistance, 
no creaturely spirit, whether angel or man, can perseverg in 
goodness, in the sound and healthful development of his essen- 
tial being, which is akin to the divine. Had not such support 
and aid been bestc ved on the angels, and on the first man, their 
apostaey from God w^ould have involved no guUt. They 
would have wanted the requisite means for persevering in the 
original state. ^ It was first to be made manifest, in the de- 
velopment of rational creatures, wdiat the free-will was capable 
of doing by itself; in order that, if it should show itself worthy 
of such a reward, the higher power of grace migiit supervene 
to ennoble rational creatures, and conduct them onward to their 
perfection. Thus the angels, forasmuch as they remained 
faithful by their free-will to the divine grace, attained to that 
higher measure of grace, by virtue of w hich they were made 
secure against ever falling — to the immutability of the divine 
life — to that fullness of love which admits no intrusion of the 
selfish principle. To the same dignity the first man w ould 
also have attained, had he fulhlled that condition, and remained 
true to God by the bent of his free-will, j 

Thus we arrive here at a difference which is not to be 
traced to different notions respecting tiie present condition of 
human nature, but which precedes it; although this difference 
was made more prominent by the more speculative and syste- 
matic mind of Augustin than it w^as by tiie Pelagians, who 


* Si hoc adjutorium vel angelo vel liomini, cum primum facti sunt, 
defuisset, quouiam non tabs natura facta erat, ut sine divino adjutorio 
posset maiiere si vellet, non ,utique sua culpa cecedisseiit, adjutorium 
quippe defuisset, sine quo maiiere non possent. Augustin, (fe corruptione 
et gratia^ s. 32. 

f Deum sic ordinasse angclorum et hominiim vituam, ut in ea prius 
ostenderet, quid posset eovum liberum arbitrium, deiiide quid posset 
susB gratiai beneficium. llie end which the good angels attiiined by the 
persevering bent of their will — donee istam suminai beatitudinis plenitu- 
dinem tanquam praL'mium ipsius perinansionis acciperent, id est, ut 
magna per Spiritum Sanctum data abundaiitia cariiatis Dei, cadere 
ulterius omnino non possent, et hoc de se certissiibe nossent. And of 
the first man : In quo statu recto et sine vitio, si per ipsum liberum 
arbitrium manere voluisset, profecto sine nllo moitis et infelicitatis ex- 
perimento acciperet illam merito hujus permansionis beatitudinis pleni- 
tudinem. L. c. s. 27, 28. 
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did not lay so deep the foundations of their theory ; a differefit 
view of man's relation to God in the original state itself, inas- 
much as man, even in this state, was dependant on God’s^grace, 
which he could appropriate with Iiis own free-will, and through 
which alone he could fulfil all goodness.^ The difierent way 
in which the present state of human nature was regarded, origi- 
nated in a different mode of apprehending the relation of the 
rational creature to God ; of the natural to the supernatural. 
While the rigid prosecution of the Pelagian principles to their 
consequences left no foothold whatever for the recognition of 
anything supernatural ; in the system of Augustin, on the 
contrary, the point of union for the supernatiiral element is 
given from the outset. According to his conception, such is 
the nature of the rational spirit, that it can find nowhere, but 
in surrendering itself to a supernatural, godlike element, its 
true life, the realization of its destiny. And his views in this 
respect correspond to that which was expressed by the older 
church-teachers concerning the relation of the image of God 
to likeness with God. Now from these views, as its foundation, 
resulted the doctrine of Augustin, that since man, by his free- 
will, became estranged from God, the original fountain of 
all good, this free-will, left to itself, was now onjy active to 
sin ; and that he needed a new supervenient grace, in order to 
be brought back to goodness ; so that it was at this point the 
question arose which came into discussion in the dispute betw«feeu 
the two parties. 

But we may reduce this difference again still farther back 
to a difference in the mode of apprehending the relation of the 
creation to the Greu.tor, although this difference did not actuallj 
come into discussion in the controversy. Pelagianism was bas^ 
on the view that when God had once created the world, and pro- 
vided it with all tlie powers requisite for its preservation and de- 
velopment, he permitted it to go on with the powers bestowed 
on it, and according to the laws implanted in it ; so that the con- 
tinuous operation of the divine agency was with reference only 
to the preservation of the powers and capacities, but not*to any 

♦ Augustin, de corruptione et gratia, s. 31. Habuit primus homo . 
gratiam, in qua si permanere vellet, nunquam malus esset, et sine qua 
etiam cum libero arbitrio bonus esse non posset. Liberum arbitrium ad 
malum sufficit ; ad bonum autem parum est, nisi adjuvetur ab omnipo- 
tenti bono. 
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conmrsus in order to their development and exercise. Augus- 
ts, on the other liand, conceives God’s agency of preservation 
as a continual creation, and the life and activity of the crea- 
tures, collectively and individually, as depending on the. al- 
mighty and omnipresent agency of God, and conditioned there- 
on ; standing in absolute dependence upon it at each moment.’^' 

Although this (’ ' fference was not generally brought to notice 
and dwelt upon in this controversy, yet Jerome perceived that 
the whole matter was to be reduced to this, and he laid it as 
a charge against tlie Pelagians that they denied the absolute 
dependence of the creature on the Creator ; that they placed 
man on a level with God by this independence, which they 
attributed to him in reference to ids actions ; and opposed to 
them the words of Christ in John v. 17, respecting God’s 
agency in the creation, which is never at rest, but always put- 
ting forth. "j* And, in a certain sense, it may unquestionably 
be affirmed, that not only in its development under the form 
of conceptions, this difierence is the most, original one, but 
that we have also presented here the most original fundamental 

« 

* e. Augustin’s words: Deus, cujus occulta potentia cuncta pene- 
trans incontaminabili prasentia facit e.sse quicquid aliquo modo est, in 
quantumcun(|lie est, quia nisi faciente illo non tale vei tale esset j sed 
prorsus esse non posset. civitate Dei, 1. XIII. c. 26. 

f Hieronymus in epistola ad Ctesiphoutem. Isfmsmodi homines per 
liberum arbitrium non homines propritc voluntatis sed Dei potentise, 
factos se esse jactitant, qui nullius ope indigent. Sciamus nos nihil 
esse nisi quod douavit, in nobis ipse servaverit. Job. v. 17. Non mihi 
sufficit, quod semel donavit, nisi semper .donaverit. Audite, qua?so, 
audite sacrilegum (now if the succeeding clause were really said of the 
Pelagians, it would follow, that even the Pelagians themselves had 
brought this disputed point more clearly to consciousness) ; Si voluero 
curvare digitum, movere manum, sedere, stare, etc. ; semper mihi 
auxilium Dei necessarium erit? This antithesis is also distinctly set 
forth by .Orosius : Non in solo natural! bono generaliter universis unam 
gratiam tributam ; sed speciatim quotidie per tempora, per dies per mo- 
menta, per atomas et cunctis et singulis ministrari. Dicit enim scriptura, 
“ qui facit solem suum oriri super bonos et males.” At tu forte re- 
S])Oudes : “ Ordinem suum composita hene natura custodit ; aeper hoc Deus 
elementariis semel cursibus constitutis, facit inde quae Jacit. Quid ergo de 
ilia sententiffi parte, quse sequitur, opinaris ? Dat pluviani super justos 
' et injustos.” Utique qui dat cum vult dat, et ubi vult dat, vel dispen- 
sando dispositam constitutionem, vel effundendo propriam largitatem, — 
See Orosii apologia de arbitrii libertate, ed. Havercamp. p. 607. Com- 
pare also the language of the Roman bishop Innocent, cited above, 
p. 319. 
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difference, as ic respects the position of the religious conscious- 
ness ; for the shape which the religious consciousness takes In 
relation to God as Redeemer, certainly presupposes the»shape 
which the same consciousness takes in relation to God as 
Creator. *The general consciousness of absolute dependence 
on God is the most original of all, and the whole diversity of 
religious life depends ultimately on the fact* how that con- 
sciousness* has unfolded and shaped itself. 

This difference in fundamental ideas, if it was expressed and 
applied with clear consciousness, must have had for its conse- 
quence an important ditierence in the views entertained respect- 
ing the progress of humanity, and respecting the nature of 
revelation and redemption ; but it was very far from being the 
case, that Pelagius, Cadestius, or Julian, were distinctly and 
fully conscious to themselves of the principles lying at the 
basis of their tenets, and of all the consequences which tiowed 
from them. They came to their principles, not by impartial 
reflection, proceeding solely from a scientific interest, on the 
principles of the system of faith, but by a polemic interest in 
behalf of practical *Christianity ; and they applied these prin- 
ciples only to just the* extent which this interest called for, as 
the following history will more fully show. « 

From what has been said, it follows that the views enter- 
tained by Augustin and by the Pelagians respecting the state 
of the first man, the character of the first sin and its conse- 
quences, must have widely differed from each other, although 
both parties professed to derive their views from the same 
source of information— the narrative in Genesis ; and, more- 
over, both parties agreed with each other in their principles of 
interpretation, and in the mode of applying these principles, 
and more particularly in the literal method of exposition. Such 
an opposition as is suj^posed in the system of Augustin, between 
the original nature of the first man while as yet disturbed by 
no moral schism, and the nature of his posterity involved in 
this schism, could not appear in the Pelagian system ; . for, ac- 
cording to the latter, human nature has, in iact, in its spiritual 
and moral capacities, ever continued to be the same. All 
men find themselves, till they have personally sinned, inT^he 
same innocence in which Adam lived before the first trans* 
gression. The Pelagians, like the older, particularly the 
Oriental church-teachers, with whom they, in fact, more espe- 
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cially coincided,* compare* the state of the first man with -that 
of 2hi innocent, inexperienced child; ordy with this dilference, 
that, a» a thing necessary in order to his preservation, his 
spiritual and corporeal powers were alfaady unfolded to* a 
certain extent. From tliis, the Pelagian Julian would also 
explain the first traiLsgression, and — as the interest of his 
system required, in order to be able to represent the supposi- 
tion of sueh mischievous consequences of it to entire humanity 
as the more untenable — wmuld make it to appear an altogether 
trivial matter, the disobedience of a thoughtless child, easily 
exposed to be carried away by the allurements of sense. God 
gave the first man a command, for the purpose of bringing 
him to a consciousness of his moral capacities and of his free- 
dom. This command was a simple one, as the powers of the 
infantile age demanded : he reipiired of him a jiroof of child- 
like obedience.* But inexperienced and thouglitless, as he had 
not yet learned to fear, nor seen any example of virtue, t he 
allowed himself to be enticed by tlie agreeable aspect of the 
forbidden fruit, and to be determined by the persuasion of the 
woman. This excitement of concupiscence was, in itself con- 
sidered, nothing wrong: it belongs to maifs sensuous nature, 
which he has»iii common with the brutes, and it moreover pro- 
ceeds from the Creab r himself.J It was only the act of 
allowing the wiU to be led wrong, and, in compliance with the 
solicitations of sense, transgressing the divine command, which 
is to be called sin. J^ugustin, on the other hand, conceived 
that there was this great difference between the state of the 
first man and all that followed him, that he lived in undis- 
turbed communion with God, for which he was destined ; that, 
by this circumstance, all the powers of his nature were en- 
hanced : the higher and the lower working together in perfect 
harmony^ The luiman body was not, it is true, as yet equal 
to the glorified body which we are to receive after the resur- 
rection ; but, inasmuch as no schism as yet existed in human 
nature, it was, without resistance, the subservient organ of the 
soul, governed and directed by the. Spirit of God ; and man, 
if he had remained true to the divine will, would have passed 

♦ Interdictu unius pomuli testimonium devotionis expetitiir. 

f Eudls, imperitos, iucautus^ sine experimento tiinoris, sine exemplo 
J Contr. Julian, opus imperfect, IV. 38, 



348 


A0QUSTIN AND PELAGI08. 


immediately, without the violent transition of d6ath, to a higher 
unchangeable, and imperishable existence. Thus, according to 
the views of Augustin, the importance of the first transgres- 
sion did not lie in the outward character of the act, in itself 
considered, nor in the kind of object to which it referred. Au- 
gustin, as a moral teacher, generally possessed this great merit, 
as we have already remarked on other occasions, that he took 
Ms stand against the quantitative estimation which contradicts 
the true standard of morality, and gave prominence rather to 
the essential thing of the disposition. The magnitude of the * 
guilt consisted precisely in this, that man, when he was not as 
yet living in the moral bondage under which his posterit]|t suf- 
fer, transgressed with free-will the law of God. The explana- 
tion of the fact from the solicitations of sense, Augustin could 
not admit. Such a temptation implied already the inward 
corruption ; such a conflict between the flesh and the spirit 
could not arise in that seat of peace. The will of man subor- 
dinated to the divine will, kept even the senses in obedience, 
as organs subservient to the soul. It was only after mati, by 
the inward act, by the opposition of self-love, of self-will 
against the divine will, had fallen from the latter — and so, in 
consequence of this, the cause of all other discord had made 
its appearance— that the seductions of sense could lead him 
astray to transgression of the divine law.* Hence it w^as that 
the discord now extended itself into all parts of human nature: 
hence all physical and moral evils, and death as the punish- 
ment of sin. All this was transmitted from the first man to 
his posterity. As, in the first man, the love of self, which 
appeared in opposition to the divine will, is the source and 
principle of all sin, so is it also in the case of the whole race. 
First from this proceeds concupiscence, striving contrary to 
the law of reason ; and on account of this conflict, which the 
Pelagians regarded as something inseparable from the human 
organism, and therefore, in itself considered, excusable, Au- 
gustin called it sinful. It was not sense, in itself considered, 
but the power which sensuous desires, of whatever kind, exer- 
cised over the spirit of man, destined for a higher kind of life, 
the conflict between the sensual and the spiritual, which ap- 

♦ In paradiso ab animo ccepit elatio, et ad prsBceptum transgredietidam 
inde consensio. Augustin, c. Julian. 1. V, s. 17. 
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peatecl to him to.be a* consequence of that original schism, and 
as s^jnething sinful — \,t was this that he understood under the 
term “ concupiscence/’ * But his elevated mind, longing after 
the freelife of the spirit, was also inclined to see in every sen- 
sual desire affecting the man, in so far as if re-acted upon tKe 
soul, disturbing and checking it in its pure spiritual life, a 
mark of that self-p’' 0 cured bondage. j As Augustin started 
from the ideal of a reason ruling over sense, and in everything 
that stood opposed to this natural supremacy, beheld a rnani- 
.festation and a result of that internal schism, it was accord- 
ingly an unjust charge laid against him by tiie Pelagians, 
when they accused liim of holding, like a Manichean, that the 
flesh and its affections are sinful in themselves, and proceed 
from an evil principle. To Julian, wlio derived the power of 
the sinful desires from nature, which man liad in common with 
the brutes, Augustin replied, that man, in the following re- 
spect, could not be compared with the brutes : in tlie case of 
the latter, there could be no conflict between the flesh and s[)irit ; 
but man was bound to govern Jus sensuous nature by the spirit. 
That, through the power of his sensuous imimlses not depen- 
dent on his reasonable will, he had come to be on a level with 
the brutes, is the very consequence of tliat first schism between 
the human and the divine will 4 

But now Augustin ba])posed, not only that this bondage 
under the principle of sin, by which sin is its own punishment, 
was transmitted by the progenitor of the human race lo Ids 
posterity ; but also that the first transgression, as an act, was 
to be imputed to the whole’ human race, — that tlie guilt and 
the penalty§ were propagated from one to all. This partici- 
pation of all in Adam’s transgression, Augustin made clear to 
his own mind in this way : Adam was the representative of 

* Not the sentiendi vivacitas, but the libido seiitiendi, quoo nos ad 
sentiendum, sive coiisentienles mente sive repugnaiites, appetitu carnalis 
voluptatis impellit, c. Julian. 1. IV. s. 66. 

f Quis aiitem mente sobrius non mallet, si fieri posset, sine ulla mor- 
dacivoluptate carnali, vel arida sumere alimenta, vel huiuida, sicut sumi- 
mus hsec aiiria ? 

X Fatere secundum Christianam fidem, etiam istam esse hominis 
pCBnam, quod comparatus estpecoribus insensatis et similis factus est iis. 
Carnis corcupisceiitis homini est pcena, non bestim, in qua nunquara caro 
adversus spiritum cqncupiscit. Opus imperfect, c. Julian. IV. 38. 

$ Propagatio reatus et pcED®. 
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the whole race, and bore in himself the entire human nature 
and kind in the germ, since it was from him it unfolded^ it- 
self.* And this theory would easily blend with Aijgustin's 
speculative form of thought, as he had appropriated to himself 
the Platuiiico- Aristotelian Realism in the doctrine of general 
conceptions, and conceived of general conceptions as the ori- 
ginal types of the kind realized in individual things. Further- 
more, hjs slight acquaintance with the Greek language, and 
his habit of reading the holy scriptures ifi the Latin transla- 
tion, led him to find a confirmation of his theory in a falsely, 
translated passage of the epistle to the Romans, v. 12.f . It 
may indeed be a question, whether, even if he had had access 
to the New Testament in the original language, his doctrinal 
prejudices would not have deprived him of the sense to discern 
the simp]e meaning of that passage. But, at all events, the 
influence of Augustin’s peculiar philosophical form of thought, 
as well as the influence of his narrow principles of exegesis, on 
the formation of this doctrine, should not be rated too high ; 
for his whole mode of apprehending the matter had a still 
deeper ground in his Christian consciousness. 

Pelagius and his followers, on the other hand, denied all 
those physical and moral consequences of the transgression of 
the first man on the entire race, which had been asserted by 
Augustin. The imputation of another’s guilt conflicts with 
the justice of God ; the propagation of guilt conflicts with the 
idea of sin and of free-will ; sin is not a thing of nature, but only 
self-determination of the free-will; hence it cannot be trans- 
mitted from one to another. ‘‘ Even the individual,” says 
Julian, “ cannot, by means of a simple transgression, suffer a 
change in his moral nature; he retains the same freedom of 
the will. The past sin no longer injured the first man, when he 
had repented of it ; how , then, was it possible that the entire 
human nature should be corrupted thereby?” The proposition 
of Augustin, that siii punished itself by moral bondage, that 
sinfulness was at one and the same time the fountain of other 
sins and the penalty of sin, this proposition was so far from 

♦ e.y. de peccatorum mentis et remissione, 1. III. c. 7. In Adam omnes 
tnnc peccaverunt, quando in ejus natura, ilia insita vi, qua eos gignere 
poterat, adhuc omnes illi imus fuerunt. 

f The phrase, in quo omnes peccaverunt, where he refers the in qua 
to Adam. 
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beiEg intelligible t<1 Julian, that he looked upon it as blas- 

S .iny__as if God punished sin by plunging men iiito still 
ei sins.* The Pelagians would only admit that Adam had 
injured his po>terity by his example; and in this way they 
explained all those passages in the New Testament which 
speak of a conn(‘’etion between the first transgression and the 
sins of the entire ra^'e.j But, as it regards pliysical evils and 
deatli, Pelagiu5i and his followers, especially Julian, who ex- 
plained and unfolded this view, endeavoured to sliow, that all 
this had from the beginning been implanted by the Creator in 
the essence of man’s pliysical organization, and that, by the 
destination and historic development of human nature, it could 
not be otherwise. Pelagius understood those passages in the 
epktle to the Romans wliich speak of death as the punishment 
of sin, as referring to spiritual death. I 

The question concerning the propagation of a siniul nature 
would easily connect itself with the question which had been 

* See c. Julian, op. imperfect. IV. c. 5. The deep passage in Rom. i. 
28, concerning the action and reaction of moral and intellectual blind- 
ness, ^vhich Augustin had adduced in proof of his proposition, this pas- 
sage Julian -was so little prepared to understand, that he did not hesitate 
to explain aw^y the whole depth of the thought by the supposition of 
a hyperbolical metonymy. To express his abhorrence of such sins, the 
apostle had said, as it wert. : Non tarn reos qnam damnatos sibi tales 
Yideri. Yet Augir tin was enabled to show Julian, tliat the latter him- 
self had been obliged to say c^methm-r similar to the thought, which in 
another form he found so i\ voiiing. quoting the words of Julian : Jus- 
tissime enim sihi bonus homo et malus committitur, ut et bonus se fruatur 
et malus se ipsi patiatur. C. Julian. 1. V. s, .3.5. 

t It had been easy for Julian to refute Augustin’s explanation of the 
lip* M-, and to show that it should be understood in the sense of propter 
quod ; but it had been equally easy for Augustin to expose the idleness 
of that explanation of the whole sense, by which it was made to refer 
simply to the example given by Adam. C. Julian. 1. VI. s. 75. The 
apostle — Julian supposed — mentioned Adam alone, and not Adam and 
Rve together, though both had sinned, on purpose that men might have 
their minds directed solely to the effect of a given example, and not to a 
propagation of sin by generation. C. Julian, op. imperfect. II. .50. 

J On Rom. v. 12, Pelagius says: Nunc apostolus mortem aoimm sig- 
nificat, quia Adam praevaricans mortuus est, sicut et prophebi dicit : 
Aniraa qmn pefccat, ipsa morietur. Transivit enim et in omnes homines, 
qui naturglem legem prmvaricati sunt. How important he considered it, 
that the matter should be so understood, appears from a remark on Rom. 
viii. 12: Manifeste nunc ostendit, quia non de communi et nuturali 
morte superius fecerit mentionem. 
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SO mDch discussed since the times of Tei’tullian and Orig-efi, 
respecting the origin and propagation of souls. We kave seen 
already how Coelestius availed himself of this connection for 
th^ purpose of removing both the questions from the whole 
province of matters pertaining to the interest of faith and of 
church doctrine, and to place them in the category of subjects 
where a difference of opinion might exist without infringing 
on the unity of faith. On the other hand, Augustin sought, 
in this case, to separate that which was important as doctrine, 
that whicii was securely grounded in the teachings of sacred 
scripture and in the connected system of Christian truth, from 
that which was rather matter of speculation, and on which 
scripture gives no certain decision. He was not to be moved 
from the conviction that sin and guilt had spread from the first 
man to ay, and he was equally sure that every scheme which 
contiicted with this presupposition could not be otherwise than 
false. But yet he did not venture to decide, whether Crea- 
tionism or TraducAanism was to be adopted as the true theory ; 
although he was well aware what advantages the latter theory 
would give to his own system, and although this same theory, 
since the time of Tertullian, had by many in the Western 
church been combined with the doctrine of the propagation of 
a sinful nature. Probably he was deterred, by the apprehen- 
sion lest he might fall with Tertullian into sensuous represen- 
tations of the nature of the soul, from deciding in favour of a 
theory which in other respects must have been so inviting to 
him. On the other hand, he doubtless perceived also the diffi- 
culties which Creationism left unexplained in his system of 
faith. The reason which Jerome advanced in favour of this 
view, drawn from the never-resting but continually operating 
creative agency of God, according to John v. 17,* appeared 
to him to be no sufficient evidence ; for he could allege, on 
the contrary, that, in the case of all propagation ill nature, 
the continual creative agency of God was, in like manner, pre- 
supposed. t Sacred scripture appeared to him to furnish a 
certain warrant for no particular scheme wliatever ; and ac- 
cordingly he ended with confessing his ignorance— a confession 

* See Hieronymus contra errores Joannis Ilierosolomytarii, vol. IV. 
ed. Martiany, f.*3l0. 

t De anima et ejus origine, 1. 1. s. 26. Ipse quippe Deus dat, etiamsi 
de propagine «iat. 
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wfeich, to a man of kis speculative intellect, must assuredly be 
an instance of great self-denial. Where scripture gives no 
certain testimony,’' he argued, ‘‘ human presumption must 
bewarehow" it decides either in favour of one side or the other. 
If it were necessary for man’s salvation ter know anything on 
these points, the scripture would be more explicit on them.”’*' 

Although the Pelagians denied tliat there was any such 
thing as hereditary corruption of human nature, yet they agreai 
with Augustin in recognizing the maxim of experience, that 
sin in humanity continually acquired greater dominion ; they 
adopted the opinion of a progressive deterioration of mankind, 
and upon this they argued the necessity of counteracting in- 
fluences by the various revelations of God, and the various 
means of grace which God had employed. This deterioration 
they explained, as in the case of humanity at large, so in the 
case of individual men, from the force of bad cultoms, by 
means of which evil had become a second nature. f Yet, at 
the same time, since human nature comes into the world in its 
original purity, and no foreign principle dwells within it ; this 
pheriomenoir, of which experience testifies, is nothing but an 
accident. There may be exceptions from this general rule : 
persons, who by developing the powers of their moral nature 
by virtue of their free-will, have lived to the end in perfect 
holiness. In bis public declarations (see above), Pelagius, 

* De peccatorum remissione, I. II. s. 59. A young man in Mauritania 
Cscsariensis, Vinccutius Victor, ^as displeased with this confession of 
ignorance on the part of so eminent a church- teacher as Augustin. He 
wrote against him a work, in which, professing with his limited under- 
standing to comprehend everj? thing, he uttered many absurd and obscure 
things; and he had the boldness to apply to Augustin the words of Ps. 
xlviii. 13, according to the Vulgate : Homo in honore positus non intel- 
lexit ; comparatus est pecoribus insensatis et similis factus est ill is. 
Augustin says to him, in the work which he composed in refutation of 
this prodbetion, de anima et ejus origine (1. I. s. 26) : Istam autern non 
ego vicissim, quasi rependens maledictum pro maledicto, pecoribus com- 
paro : sed tanquam filium moneo, ut quod nescit se nescire fateatur, neque 
id quod nondum didicit, docere moliatur. 

f Epistola ad Demetriadem, c. 8. Longa consuetudo vitiorura, qu® 
nos infecit a parvo paulatimque, per multos corrupit annos, et ita postea 
obligatos sibi et addictos tenet, ut vim quodammodo videatur habere 
naturae. Accordingly, they explained the passage concerning the law in 
the members (Rom. vii.) as referring to this influence of bad habits. 
See the words of Pelagius, in Augustin, de gratia Christi, s. 43, and of 
Julian, in the opus imperfectum, 1. I. c. 67. 
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it is true, would never express himself distinctly on this poir?t ; 
but, 111 his commentary on the epistle to the Romans, he s^s, 
remarking on the passage in v. 12 , the word “ all’’ is to oe 
understood here as referring only to those who had sinned like 
Adam, and not to such as Abel, Isaac, and Jacob : the apostle 
says all^ because, compared with the multitude of sinners, the 
few righteous amount to nothing. In his work on the free- 
will, he cited many examples of men and women from the 
Bible ; and, availing liiinself of the already predominant super- 
stitious veneration of Mary, he argued from her example, who,, 
was to be denominated sinless, that she must have been per- ' 
fectly righteous.* In other times he thought, when the numr 
ber of mankind was already large, it would doubtless have been 
impossible to enumerate the sins of every individual ; and we 
should not be authorized therefore to infer their nori-existeiico 
from their not being mentioned. But the case was different 
with the first beginning of the human race, wlien there were 
but four individuals in existence : and then tlie book of Genesis 
mentions the sins of three among the four ; but none of the 
fourth, namely, Abel. Hence it may be inferred that he was 
without sin. By this conclusion we should abide, and not 
assert what is not asserted in the sacred scriptures. f A way 
of reasoning quite characteristic of Pelagius ! 

True, according to what has been above remarked, the fun« 
ilamental principles of Pclagianism would necessarily lead to 
the theory of a complete development of humanity in harmony 
with nature within the sphere of its laws, and to a denial of all 
interposition on the part of God ; but Pelagius and his friends 
ever reinai Tied strangers to tliis further extension of their prin- 

* Augustin, de natura et gratia contra Pelagium, s. 42. Quam dicit 
sine peccato confiteri necesse esse pietati. As, however, he could not 
prove, from any declaration of scripture, that those whom he narped were 
to be represented as saints, he had recourse to the singular argument: 
De illis, quorum justitiae meininit (scriptura sacra) et peccatorum sine 
dubio meminisset, si qua eos peccasse sensisset. 

f Certe primo in tempore quatuor tantum homines fuisse referuntur : 
peccavit Eva, scriptura hoc prodidit; Adam quoque deliquit, eadera 
scriptura non tacuit ; sed et Cain peccasse, ipsa seque scriptura testata est; 
quorum non raodo peccata, veruni etiam peccatorum indicat quaUtatem, 
Quod si et Abel peccasset, et hoc sine dubio scriptura dixisset ; sed non 
dixit, ergo nec ille peccavit, quin etiam justuju osteiidit. Credamus 
igitur quod legimus, et quod non legimus, nefas credamus adstruere. 
Ee natura et gratia, s. 44. 
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ciples. Altbotigri the doctrine of God’s supernatural cofnniu- 
nic-^Tions had no such place in the Pelagian system as it had in 
the system of Augustin, by reason of the doctrines systematically 
unfolded by Augustin respecting the relation of thec^reaturfe to 
the Creator, and respecting man’s corruption ; yet, even in the 
Pelagian system, that doctrine found a point of attachment 
in the recognition of a moral degeneracy of human nature in 
general, and in its idea, and of the truth that human batnre, as 
a thing created, could and should arrive at a degree of com- 
pleteness and perfection beyond the measure of the capacities 
originally implanted in it by the Creator, by free manifes- 
tations of the divine love. True, the Pelagians made no such 
distinction, and no such opposition, between nature and grace 
as Augustin did; and inasmuch as they did not hesitate to 
apply the latter term to designate all communications of the 
love of God, they moreover sometimes embraced together, 
under the general conception of “ grace,” all the moral and 
spiritual powers which God has conferred on human nature ; 
but they did not, on this account, by any means deny that 
there were supernatural communications of the love of God, 
through which there had been bestowed on man’s nature what 
it never coubl have attained by means of the powers communi- 
cated to it by creation ; uid they applied the term grace ” 
to both, as well to God’s gifts embraced under that connec- 
tion, as to those that went beyond it. Thus they applied the 
notion grace to all the revelations of God in the Old and in 
the INTew Testament ; in the law, and in the gospel. Some- 
times, too, they referred it solely to that which has been 
bestowed on mankind by Christ ; as when Pelagius said that 
the power of free-will is in all — Christians, Jews, and Pagans ; 
but that in Christians alone it is upheld by grace. ^ They 
suppose) in reference to the above-mentioned counteracting 
influences of the divine means of salvation against the moral 
degeneracy of mankind, different stages of righteousness : first, 
the knowledge of God from reason, and the la>v of right living, 
M it was written, not in letters, but on the heart — the stage of 
righteousness according to nature (justitia ex natura) ; next, 
the revelation of the positive law, designed to rekindle again 

^ In omnibus est liberum arbitrium a?qiialiter per naturam ; sed in 
solis Christianis juvatur a gratia. Augustin, de gratia Cbristi, s. 33. 

2 A 2 
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the law of nature, which had been darkened by corruption™ 
righteousness under the law (justitia sub lege). But when 
the custom of sin became predominant, and the law was, inade- 
quate to remove the jevil, then came Christ himself, to heal the 
malady now become as it were desperate ; and that, not by 
means of his disciples alone, but by his own intermediate in- 
terposition.* 

The Pelagian Julian, in defending himself against the 
charge that, according to their opinion, the free-will sufficed 
for the worship of Clod, says that although God, as the Creator 
of the world, might have been known by natural reason, yet 
the latter was in no wise capable of arriving, by itself, at the 
knowledge of the mysteries of faith, as, for example, the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, of the resurrection, and many other similar 
doctrines.| 

Julian insisted only that between the revelation of God in 
the sacred scriptures and the eternal truths which he had im- 
planted in reason there could be no contradiction ; that, in 
particular, the sacred scriptures could contain nothing which 
conflicted with the ideas of a holy and just God, which was 
inseparable from the very sense of a divine being. From the 
sacred scriptures, therefore, nothing could be proved which 
was opposed to these universal and eternal ideas of reason ; 
much rather, must all the difficulties and obscurities in single 
passages be so explained as to harmonize with these ideas of 
God, which flowed from the clear, collective contents of the 
sacred writings, and with those rational ideas.j; Yet, in this 

* De peccato originali, s. 30. 

t Opus imperfect, c. Julian. 1. III. c. 106. It is well to notice the vague 
conception which Julian had of the cultus Dei— how the ethical and 
dogmatic elements, the moral act and a theoretical knowledge of certain 
isolated maxims of faith, are here placed together, without a hint of any 
inward connection between the two, of any central point in the inner life 
out of which both proceeded. As Augustin’s conception of grace’' 
was alien from him, it was necessarily the case that the conception 
would also be foreign from him of any such higher unity as a divine 
principle of life bestows, in giving a new shape and direction to the 
entire religious and moral consciousness. Julian’s words are: Cum 
enim cultus Dei multis intelligatur modis, et in custodid mandatorum, et 
in exsecratione vitiorum, et in ordine mysteriorum, et in profunditate 
dogmatum quae de Trinitate, vel de resurrectione, muUisque aliis simili- 
bus tides Christiana consequitur. 

X In the first book of the opus imperfectum, Julian says : Nihil per 
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fflTidamental principle, there was, in itself considered, no 
essential difference .between Julian and Augustin; for the 
latter, too, would not admit that there was any real contra- 
diction between faith and reason (tides et ratio). At ^the 
same time, the Pelagians would not have consented to the 
principle of Augustin, respecting the way in whic-h faith pre- 
cedes reason, and the latter is evolved out of the former. 

Pelagius and his followers, in their doctrine c.oncerning 
grace, were particularly strenuous only in maintaining its o/>- 
position to any theory which impaired the freedom of the loill. 
They supposed all operations of grace to be conditioned on the 
bent of the free-will, and all means of grace to be effectual 
only according to the measure of the different tendencies of 
will ; they denied all constraining influences of grace on the 
free-will. Augustin, on the other hand, reckoned it as neces- 
sary to the conception of grace that it should exclude all 
merit; and with this belonged, in his own view, all condi- 
tioning of grace on the different states of recipiency on the part 
of man. Just as soon as the whole was not referred to God^s 
efficiency alone, just as soon as any tiling was made to depend 
on the different ways in which men stood related to the effi- 
ciency of (^od, the idea of grace is annihilated ; for that which 
is bestowed on the ground of merit is no longer grace. This 
point of the opposition, namely, to any and every theory which 
impaired the free-will^ was the only one which the Pelagians 
here brought prominently to view ; but, in fact, their oppo- 
sition doubtless carried them still further. They were in 

legem Dei agi potest contra Deum legis auctorem. By this uiium com- 
. pendium, every assertion which conflicted with the recognition of God’s 
holiness or justice could be at once set aside. Correct interpretation 
must serve to solve any such apparent contradiction ; for wherever any- 
thing really contradictory appeared it ought to be rejected as not belonging 
to the sacred scriptures. Ambigua quaeque legis verba secundum hoc esse 
intelligenda, quod absolutissimis scripturse s. auctoritatibus etinsuperabili 
ratione firmatur. In another passage, Secundum id quod et ratio per- 
spicua et aliorum locorum, in quibiis non est ambiguitas, splendor 
aperuerit. In another place, 1. II. c. 144, he makes the recognition of 
the scriptures as holy, to rest, not on outward tradition, but on their 
agreement with reason and with the essence of the Christian faith, and 
on the morality of their contents: Sanctas apostoli esse paginas confite- 
mur, non ob aliud, nisi quia ration!, pietati, fidei congruentes erudiunt 
nos, et Deum credere inviolabilis acquitatis et prasceptis ejus modera- 
ffonem, prudentiam, justitiam vindicare. 
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strictpess really inclined, whenever they designated the super- 
natural by the term grace, to understand thereby simply p»it- 
ward revelations, communication of certain specific knowledge 
which transcended the powers of natural reason. More foreign 
to them was the notion of an internal communication of divine 
life, of an internal influence of God on man’s will and con- 
sciousness. Although, among their manifold and vague 
declarations respecting the term grace, they also said a great 
deal which bordered on that last-mentioned character of the 
Augustinian conception, and although they never stood forth 
in a distinct and clearly-conceived opposition to it ; still, 
however, the thought may have floated before them that, by 
the concession of any such internal influence of God whatever, 
the free-will of man would be impaired. Had they believed 
that they might really agree with Augustin in acknowledging 
this character without altering their diflerence in respect to 
the doctrine of free-will, it would in truth have been so natural 
for them distinctly to express this, as Augustin often attacked 
them on this very point, that, even though they acknowledged 
a supernatural revelation and communication of knowledge, 
we must suppose they denied this peculiar characteristic. 
But in such cases they always retreated under the cloud of a 
multitude of vague references to the means of grace, by which 
the free-will was upheld, for the purpose of showing, by tliis 
exuberance of expressions, how very far they were from denying 
‘‘grace.’' “God upholds us,” says Felagius,* “by his in- 
structions and his revelation; by opening the eyes of our 
heart ; by revealing to us visions of the future life, that w^e 
may not be carried away with the tilings of the present ; by 
discovering to us the arts of the adversary ; by enlightening us 
by means of various and ineffable gifts of the heavenly grace. 
The very important passage in favour of the Augustinian doc- 
trine in Philipp, ii. 13, “ It is God that worketh in us to will 
and to do,” Pelagius | explains as meaning only, “ He works 
in us to will what is good and holy, when he consumes what is 
offered to our earthly desires by the greatness of the future 



* In Augustin, de gratia Christi, c. vii. 

t Dum nos multiformi et ineffabili dono gratiae coelestis illuminat 

X c. 10. 
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wlien he counsels us to rJl goodness/’ Thus Julian also says 
th55,t God helps by oommandiug, blessing, sanctifying, chastiz- 
ing, inviting, enlightening.^ 

On the other liand, Augustin sets fo^^th prominently only 
that one character on which all depends. Tiie reVelation of 
the law can, in itself considered, give man no help, as he 
wants the power to fulfil the law. The revelation of the law 
could only serve to awaken in him the feeling of ^he need of 
the grace whereby alone he could acquire the power to fulfil 
the law. Love is the fulfilling of the law ; but the love of God 
comes not from the law, but is shed abroad in our hearts by 
the Holy Ghost. f Only in so far could Augustin apply his 
conception of grace, which he denominated the peculiarly 
Christian conception, to all that the Pelagians said concerning 
revelation and divine instruction, as these terms were supposed 
to denote, not merely the conception of an outward revelation, 
and outward instruction, by the written word, but an internal 
revelation by the inward working of God on the inner life and 
consciousness of man, a living knowledge and recognition of 
the matter revealed, proceeding out of a new divine life.| 

Connected with this difference in respect to the doctrine 
concerning^ grace was another in respect to the doctrine con- 
cerning Christy as the Podeemer of mankind, and respecting the 
redemption. The negative reference of the work of redemption 
must, it is true, in the Pelagian system have been restricted to 
a narrow cgmpass; since no such corruption of the ^entire 
human nature, as according to Augustii/s doctrine flowed from 
the transgression of the first man, was here admitted. But 
still, even in this system, the redemption might be held as set 
over against the above-mentioned gradual deterioration of man, 
and the force of habit ; and in this case the Pelagians needed 
only to. adopt here, as they did elsewhere, the views peculiar 
to the Oriental church. In the latter, redemption was contem- 
plated, not alone as a restoring of the corrupted human nature 

^ Opus imperfect. III. 114. Prmcipiendo, benedicendo, sanctificaiido, 
coercendo, provocando, illumiiiando. 

t Proinde per legem gratia demonstratur, ut lex per gratiam com- 
pleatur. 

X H»c gratia, si doctrina dicenda est, certe sic dicatur, ut altius et 
interius earn Deus cum ineffabili suavitate credatur infuudere per se 
it>sum I>e gratia Christi, c. 14. 
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to lieaflth and freedom, but still more as an exalting, ennobling, 
and transfiguring of the imperfect, limited human nature tvi a 
condition beyond the point at which it was placed by the 
original ci;eation, and beyond the powers which w^ere then be- 
stowed on it. And so the Pelagians did actually suppose that 
the human nature which God created good originally, was by 
Christ made still better ; raised to a higher stage of advance- 
ment, which consists in Sonship to God ; furnished with new 
powers ; and assured of a state of felicity resulting from 
adoption into the kingdom of God, to the attainment of which 
the powers of nature are inadequate.* * * § At the same time, 
however, this notion of the exaltation and renewal of human 
nature through Christ could not, in +he Pelagian system, be 
apprehended in all its depth; and, as we have seen, the idea 
of a communication of divine life through Christ had no place 
in this scheme of doctrine. 

In the Pelagian system, Christ appears as the divine teacher, 
who reveals truths to the knowledge of w hich liuman reason 
coujd not by itself have attained. In his precepts and life, he 
revealed the most perfect system of morals : he gave to all the 
most perfect pattern of holiness. f As the l^elagians held that 
Adam had injured his posterity by the first example of sin in 
humanity, so now they opposed to this the perfect example of 
virtue given by Christ. J But we must allow that, according 
to the Pelagian system, no exclusive merit could really be 
pointed out as belonging in tliis case to Christ ; for, according 
to this system (see above, p. 353) there w ere even before Christ 
persons who perfectly kept the moral law. The Pelagian 
Julian, therefore, found no other way of getting along here, 
than by supposing a difference of degree ; maintaining that 
Christ, though he had not given the first, had yet presented 
the highest pattern of rigiiteousness § — a mode of expression 

* The words of Julian are: Christus, qui est sui operis redemptor, 
auget circa imagiuem suam continua largitate beneficia, et quos fecerat 
condendo bonos, facit innovando adoptandoque meliores. Augustin, c. 
Julian 1. in. s. 8. 

t Exacta in Christo justitiae norma resplenduit. Opus imperfectum, 
1. II. s. 188. 

J Sicut ille peccati, ita hie justitiae forma. 

§ Justitise forma non prima, sed maxima: quia etante quam verbum 
caro fieret, ex ea fide, quae in Deum erat, et in prophetis et in multis 
aliis sanctis fulsere virtutes. 
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td which none but such illogical thinkers as the Pelagians 
could have resorted. And even in this case, in order to come 
at any clear and distinct meaning, it is necessary to suppose 
that, according to the Pelagian doctrine,^ there was something 
still more perfect than the mere fulfilment of the namely, 
works of moral perfection which exceed the letter of the law 
— something more dian the ordinary* human virtue — such per- 
fection as they imagined Christ alluded to in the avangelical 
counsels (consilia ovangelica). Furthermore, Christ created, 
and made known to lliose who believed on him, a state of perfect 
blessedness, respecting which they would have known nothing 
by the light of natural reason, and to which it is impossible to 
attain, except by the new means of grace which Christ has be- 
stowed. In addition to these positive works of Christ, he also 
secured for the great mass of mankind, very few indeed being 
excepted, the forgiveness of their sins. By all these provisions, 
Christ supplied niany new motives to moral effort, bestowed 
on men a new power, to gain the victory over the impulses of 
sense and the allurements of sin. These new motives are, for 
example, the hope of eternal blessedness on condition of obey- 
ing Christ’s commands ; the example of Christ stimulating to 
imitation ; ^erratitude for the obtained forgiveness of sin ; and, 
above all, gratitude for the great work of the Son of God in 
becoming man and giving his life for men. It would be 
wronging the Pelagians to affirm that they proposed fear of 
punishment and hope of heavenly rewards as the only motives 
to goodness ; as it might be supposed they did from some of 
their assertions. J ulian expressly mentions the return of love, 
enkindled by the revelation of the love of God, and gratitude, 
^ incentives to new moral efforts ; he describes a stage of 
Christian attainment proceeding from such motives, at which 
Christians do good from pure love to God and for goodness’ 
sake, not for the sake of any outward reward, — where they 
feel themselves happy in the practice of good works even under 
sufferings. The fulness of the divine love, which gave things 
w^ir existence,” says Julian, “ revealed itself in tliis, that the 
Word became flesh and dwelt amongst us. When God re- 

* Similar to that distinction of the ancients between Ss/a and 

which indeed will not harmonize at ali with the essential 
character of Christianity, since it is at variance with the principle of 
dtvine humanity 
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quired an answering' love on the part of those, created in his 
own image, he showed how he had done everything out of^his 
ineffable love towards us, that so we might finally love him in 
return, who evinced his love to iis, in that he spared riot his 
own Son, ‘but gave liiin up for us ; promising us that, if from 
henceforth we would obey his will, he would make us joint 
heirs with liis only begotten Son.^ This love to God en- 
kindled in our hearts is of such effect — as Julian, who was him- 
self conscious of a willingness to suffer for the cause of Christ, 
rightly explaining and applying the passage in Ivoin. v. 3, re- 
marks | — that we not only rejoice in the hope of future bless- 
ings, but, in the possession of virtue, are cheerful amidst suffer- 
ings ; that we consider the wrath of our persecutors rather as 
trial of our patience tiian a disturbance of our joy ; that we not 
only refrain from sin for the sake of reward, but even count 
freedom from sin as a reward in itself.” 

It is clear from what has been said, that, so far as justifica- 
tion is understood in its objective and judicial sense, the Pela- 
gians certainly acknowledged this,J as also the sanctifying 
influence which faith in the forgiveness of sin obtained by 
Christ must, through the awakening of trust and love towards 
God, exercise on the heart of man, and so on the whole direc- 
tion of his life.§ 

But although the Pelagians set forth clearly and distinctly 
the outward connection between Christ and believers, founded 
on what he had once done and obtained for mankind and secured 
to tliem for the future, still the inner connection between the 
two w^as placed by them, as it could not fail to be according to 
the fundamental principles of their theory, far in the back- 
ground. Augustin ever urges it as an obje(itioii to their 
scheme, that they made the grace of Christ consist solely in 
the bestowment of forgiveness; that they left man, after he 
had obtained this, to his own free-will, and did not acknow- 

* Opus imperfect. I 94. t L* * * § c. 1. H. 166. 

X As Julian declares, opus imperfect. II. 165, justificatio per peccatorum 

veniam. 

§ Julian (opus imperfect. II. 227), rightly explaining the sense of the 
apostle Paul, says ; Ko debetis servire Deo fidelius quo liberalius. Pec- 
catum quippe dominabatur vobis, cum reatuum impendebat ultio ; postea 
autem quani gratia Dei beneficia consecuti estis et depositis reatuum 
ponderibus respirastis, ineenuo pudore commoniti debetis gratiam referre 
medicanti. 
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ledge, that even now his entire inner righteousness or semctifi- 
cation is only the ^ork of Christ, — that the new principle of 
divine life which is the spring of all,goodness in belie\ ers flows 
from Ihe union with him by' faith. The inner connection be- 
tween Christ and believers, the thence resulting justification or 
sanctification of man having its foundation in Christ,* this it 
w^as which August ‘ri distinctly held forth in opposition to the 
Pelagians. Only justification in that Augustinia^ sense ivas 
the subject of discussion in this controversy, and thus this 
controversy became one and the same with that concerning 
grace.! 

Augustin represents the process of development of the moral 
and religious life to be as follows: lie distinguishes, accord- 
ing to Paul, the letter of the laiv, which killeth, and the spirit, 
which maketh alive.! By mere knowledge of the law as an 
imperative letter, disciplinary grace, from which even the first 
motions towards goodness proceed, leads man to the knowledge 
of his sins, to a consciousness th^t by his own power he cannot 
fulfil the law^ ; hence springs the feeling of the need of a Re- 
deemer, and so, faith in him. By faith, man not only obtains 
forgiveness of sin, but also enters into the fellowsliip of the 
divine life wdth the Redeemer ; he attains to the grace whereby 
his soul is fiealed from the malady of sin. With the health of 
the soul is restored back also the free-will — as contradistin- 
guished from that wdiicli till now was bound in the service of 
sin. The wall is once more the servant of righteousness wdth 
free love. The divine life, which takes, a specific form in man, 
reveals itself in w^orks of love. This is the spirit of the law, 
which makes alive ; the love shed abroad in the heart by the 
Holy Ghost. 

From this flowed another difference between the two ways 
Pelagius generally sided, for the most part, 
with the system of the Oriental church, and as the Greek 
church-teachers, owing to their more enlarged historical views, 
were more particular in distinguishing the different stages and 
periods in the divine education of man, and in the development 

* This is what Augustin understands by the term justificatio, a word 
which he does not take in the same sense with the Pelagians. 

t Augustin, de gratia Christi, s. 52 . Earn esse gratiam Dei per 
Jesum Christum, in <^ua nos sua, non nostra justitia justos facit, 

i As for example, m the noble work de spiritu et litera. 
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of revelation, so he separated, according to the above-explainecl 
presupposition of a progressive deterioration of human nat?ire 
and of a progressive counteraction against it, the three penods : 
r. Of righteousness jn the state of nature. 2. Of righteous- 
ness under the law ; and 3. Of righteousness under grace. 
Augustin, on the contrary, could only admit that one and the 
same need of redemption, and one and the same source of holi- 
ness, ever existed ; namely, grace ^ which is obtained through 
faith ; if not faith in the Saviour already manifested, yet faith 
in him as promised. “ Even under the law, there were those 
who Stood, not under the terrifying, convicting, punishing law, 
but under that grace which fills the heart with joy in what is 
good, which heals it, and makes it free.’’^ 

Augustin was thus led to give prominence to the principle 
on which the essential character and unity of everything Chris- 
tian reposes, namely, the divine life that springs from the con- 
sciousness of redemption ; and to mark with more precision 
the specific peculiarity whereby the Christian life, Christian 
virtue, is distinguished from all other. In the Pelagian sys- 
tem, on tlie contrary, there was nothing which enabled one 
rightly to understand either the essential nature of regenera- 
tion as the separating line betwixt tw'o opposite positions of the 
moral life, or the nature of the new Christian life grounded 
therein. While Ar^ustin thus pointed out the common centre 
of the religious and moral element in Christianity, and took 
his stand in opposition to the separating of the doctrinal from 
the ethical element, in opposition to the isolating and to the 
making outward of the etliical, the Pelagians fell into the very 
error which was necessarily involved in the principles of their 
scheme. From what has been said, the great merit of Augus- 
tin is clearly apparent in bringing forward a system of ethics 
reduced to a central point, belonging in common to it aind to 
the Christian scheme of faith. Augustin, in this respect, as 
also in others hereafter to be mentioned, had, by his systematic 
method of apprehending Christianity, a more important in- 
fluence on the history of the development of the system of 
ethics in this period, than Ambrose of Milan, who is not to be 
compared to him for systematizing skill and intellectual depth ; 

* De peccato originis, s. 29. Non sub lege terrente, eon^incente, 
puniente ; sed sub gratia delectante, sanantc, liberante. 
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though he acquired great celebrity in the history of this science 
bj'j.his worh De officils, in three books. ^ 

But there was something of error attached to those truths, 
which Augustin placed at the head of all others. In precisely 
pointing out the peculiar principle of t^ie Christia^i life, and 
marking the opposition between that which is Ciiristian and 
that which is not Cnristian, since his eye was fixed exclusively 
on the extreme points of this opposition, he paid less attention 
to the manifold intermediate shades and points of transition in 
practical life, the various combinations of the factors by which 
the conduct may verge even to the non-christian position. 
And hence he was the means of bringing into vogue an unduly 
rigid and partial method of judging the point of ethical de- 
velopment before the appearance of Christianity. He very 
justly distinguishes the patriotism of the ancients from that 
which is to be called virtue,’^ in the genuinely Christian 
sense, and which depends on the disposition towards God 
(virtus from virtus vera) ; but then he goes so far as to over- 
look altogether what bears some relationship to the divine life 
in such occasional coruscations of the moral element of human 
nature, and to see in them nothing but a service done for evil 
spirits or ^^for man’s glory. He contributed greatly, on this 
particular side, to promote in the Western church the partial 
and contracted way of judging the ancient pagan times, as 
opposed to the more liberal Alexandrian views, of which we 
still find traces in many of the Orientals in this period, and to 
which Augustin himself, in the earlier part of his life, as a 
Platonist, had been inclined. Still the vestiges of his earlier 
and loftier mode of thinking are to be discerned in his later 
writings, where he searches after and recognizes the scattered 
fragments of truth and goodness in the pagan literature (see 
below) which he uniformly traces to the revelation of the 
Spirit, w ho is the original source of all that is true and good 
to created minds ; though this is inconsistent with his own 

* This work is rather a collection of practical rules for the clergy, 
(hence its original title, De officiis ministrorum,) drawn from certain 
general maxims, than a systematic development of Christian ethics. 
But the w^ork is entitled to the merit of having been the first to apply 
the formal principles of ethics, as treated hy the ancient writers, to the 
Christian system of morals, in that peculiar modification of them which 
they receive. 
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theory respecting the total corruption of human nature, anti 
with the particularism of his doctrine of predestination. 

The Pelagians appealed particularly to the splendid examples 
of virtue among the pagans, as proving what could be done by 
the 'moral* power of human nature left to itself, in opposition 
to the tenet of man’s moral corruption. Augustin maintained, 
on the contrary, that as there is no neutral ground between 
good and evil ; as love to God is the spring of all that is truly 
good, and self-love the principle of sin ; as that victorious 
principle of goodness which overcomes the opposing selfishness 
of man’s nature can proceed only from faith ; so everything 
which has not its root in faith is, of course, sin ; and he refers 
for proof to a passage of scripture, which before his own time 
had been misapprehended in the same way, and which after- 
wards very generally received this false application — the 
declaration of the apostle Paulin Rom. xiv. 23, “ Whatsoever 
is not of faith, is sin ” (omne quod non ex fide, peccatiim).* 
From this Augustin argued, that the so-called virtues of the 
pagans were but seeming virtues. This proposition appeared 
so absurd to Julian, who overlooked the principle of morality, 
its internal unity and religious foundation, f that he could not 
sufficiently express his surprise at it, and drew from it the 
strangest conclusions. ‘‘ If,^' said he, “ the chastity of the 
pagans were no chastity, then it might be said, with the same 
propriety, that the bodies of unbelievers are no bodies ; that the 
eyes qf the pagans could not see ; that the grain which grew 
in the fields of pagans was no grain.”J Augustin replied, that 
moral goodness could not be contemplated in this isolated way; 
but that, in the estimation of moral worth, the question turned 
on the whole unity of the inner life, from which men^s actions 

* The Pelagian Julian seems to have rightly perceived, from the wn- 
nection of the words in this passage, that it referred to an entirely" differ- 
ent matter, and simply respected actions done contrary to one’s own 
conviction of duty. See Augustin, c. Julian. IV. 24. 

f In other respects, Julian was well aware that the morality or im* 
morality of actions must be judged, not by the outward act, but by me 
direction of the will. Hoc operatur foris jam ipsa justitia, quam 
voluntas sancta concepit et peperit. Opus imperfect. 1. 79. But it 
be true, the same time, that, while he regarded the virtues as bem» 
inner tendencies and properties of the soul, he might still not be awa 
of their higher internal unity, nor perceive their inmost root in the on 
essence, which is the moral disposition. % L. c. 27. 
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proceed. He.refefred to Matth. vi.*23, and said, The eye of 
the soul is the whole bent of the inner man.* He who ‘seems 
to 150 a good action, but in doing it does not propose to him- 
self the end which true wisdom prescribes for all human ac- 
tivity, sins by having the tendency Of his inward being 
estranged from that which constitutes man's highest good.| 
If all actions are n< I judged according to this principle of tem- 
per and disposition, then what really proceeds frojn a sinful 
disposition may appear to be a virtue, and sins may seem to be 
conquered by sins ; but virtue can never be realized in this 
way. 

Julian betrays his own. want of a profound understanding 
of the principles of ethics, when he adduces this remark of 
Augustin in evidence against him, and observes that if sin is 
overcome by means of sin, how much more may sin be over- 
come by virtue, and hou' much more must it be j)ossible to 
lead a sinless lifc.J He took no account here, then, of the 
difference betwixt a true victory over sin, and a mere outward 
check placed against , certain outbreaks of the evil, or the 
exchanging of one kind of sin for another kind, while the sin- 
ful bent of the w ill continued to be the same. All true virtue, 
according to Augustin's doctrine, proceeds from Christian 
love, wliicfi refers everything to God ; nothing but the acts of 
this love is truly moral, and all the cardinal virtues must there- 
fore be reduced to love, and have this for their animating prin- 
ciple. § In whatever exhibits itself as virtue without this 
ethical principle, Augustin recognizes, indeed, various natural 
gifts and qualities proceeding from the Creator, and also to be 
ascribed to his grace, but nothing which answers to the Chris- 
tian idea of virtue. |1 

Oculiis intentio, qua facit quisque, quod facit, 1. c. 28 . 

I Qukiquid boni fit ab horaine, et non propter hoc fit, propter quod 
fieri debere vera sapientia praccepit, etsi officio (opificium, the outward 
action) videatur bonum, ipso non recto fine peccaUim est, 1. c. 21. ^ 

4 Compare what Schleiermacher says (p. 21) on the conception of 
virtue, in opposition to such a superficial view of the matter. 

§ Quag per cacteras virtutes omnes dilFunditur dilectio Dei et proxirci. 
De diversis quaeslionibus octoginta tribus. Qu. 61 , s. 4 . 

1} D.;na Dei, sub cujus occultissimo judicio, nee injusto, alii fktui, alii 
tardiss'mi ingenii nascuntur, alii natiira lenes, alii levissimis causis ira 
facillima ardentes, alii vindictaa cupiditatem inter utresque mediocres, 

C. Julian. 1. IV. s. 16. < 
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Buf then, although Julian recognized no intrinsic difFerenoe 
between actions called virtuous from different points of view, 
yet at the same time, not departing here from the doctrine of 
the, church — since he found eternal happiness, the happiness 
of the kiilgdom of heaven, promised in the New Testament 
only to believers — he fell into the inconsistency of making an 
outward distinction between two kinds of virtue and of good 
works grounded on the results flowing from them : one kind, 
the Christian, on account of the reward connected with them, 
were good , in a fruitful — the other, from a want of these 
rewards, were good in an unfruitful way.'^ And at the ground 
of this view lay, in fact, the notion that religion stood in a 
mere external relation to morality, and that the future reward 
or happiness was related in an outward and arbitrary manner 
to man’s life and conduct. Augustin very justly exposed this 
inconsistency, and observed that whatever is truly good can 
never be unfruitful, that the result must necessarily correspond 
to the intrinsic character and quality of human actions. 

Yet the Pelagians might have been able, on their own prin- 
ciples, to make out a distinction between the ethical standing 
ground in Christianity and that in paganism, if the systematic 
apprehension of the ethical element in its connection with the 
religious had not lain too remote from their ordinary habits of 
thinking ; for, as they derived the existence of peculiar mo- 
tives and a peculiar direction of moral conduct from the nature 
of Christian faith, they needed only to carry out and apply 
this principle still farther, in order to find such a difference ; 
and indeed Pelagius himself remarks, that love, which does 
everything for the glory of God, is a thing to which the 
ancient world was a stranger.f < 

Conformably with the manifold stages through which, ac- 
cording to the system of Augustin, disciplinary grace con- 
ducts the evolution of the divine life in human nature, that 
grace must receive many specific designations. In so far as 
grace, preceding all merit in man, first attracts the corrupt will 

♦ Fructuose and steriliter bona. 

f Suffenmt et philosophi, sed non in caritate. Nos vero non ut laudari, 
sed ut ine quern sustinemus proficiat [to the honour of him whom we 
bear] (perhaps bear within us, represent) diligentes sustinere debemus» 
(for assuredly we have no reason for supposing these words to be aa 
addition of Cassiodor s.) On Ephes. iv,»2. 
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o? him who is like all others in a state of alienation from JGod, 
and with an inner irresistible necessity produces in him the 
first motions to goodness, awakens him to a feeling of the 
need of redemption and to faith, it is cj^lled prcvenient, pre- 
paring grace (gratia prseveniens, praeparans). It now pro- 
ceeds to create in him, by faith, a free-will to that which is 
good (gratia operans) ; but this is not a change whereby man 
Jlays aside at once his entire nature, and is raised above all 
conflict with sin. There still ever continue to remain in him 
two principles in conflict with each other : in so far as he is 
born of God, lives in fellow^ship with Christ, he sins no more; 
but in so far as he bears within him the old nature, derived 
from the first fallen man, sin still continues cleaving to him.* 
Hence he ever continues to need the grace which upholds the 
restored free-wdll, co-operating grace (gratia co-operans), to 
bring forth that which is good, and to be carried victoriously 
through the struggle with sin.*|' Although Augustin referred 
the explanation of the fact why it was that grace, although it 
had the power, yet brought no one in this })resent life to a 
state of perfect sinlessness, to God^s incomprehensible coun- 
sels, still he offered the following as a reason w hich appeared 
to him not ynprobable. So long as man has not attained, as 
he will do in the life eternal, to an intuition of the supreme 
good, so that in comparison w ith it he counts himself as alto- 
gether nothing ; so long as he is not so filled with its spirit, that 
not barely from rational conviction, but also with eternal love, 
he prefers it to his own self so long as this condition is left 
Unfulfilled, man is ever exposed to the danger of pride, which 
may so much the more easily fasten on the self-contemplation 

the rational spirit, because this is, in fact, far loftier than 
ail else in the earthlj’^ creation. For this reason, man must 
guard against this by constantly struggling with himself. To 
this Julian might object, that Augustin reasoned in a circle, 

* See e. g. de perfectione justitise hominis, s. 39. 

t.CO'Operando perfieit, quod operando incipit. Ipse ut velimus opera- 
tuf incipiens, qui volentibus co-operatur perficiens. De gratia et libero 
arbitrio, s. 3a. 

t Quamdiu non videt sicut videbit in fine summum illud et immutabile 
bonum, in cujus comparatione se spernat, sibique illius caritate vilescat, 
tantoque spiritu ejus impleatur, nt id sibi non ratione sola, sed seterno 
qttoqne amore praeponat. C. Julian. IV. 28. 

VOL. IV, 2 B 
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when, he said man must still continue in sin* in order to be pre- 
served against sin, viz., the sin of pride.^ But Augustin, in 
reply, appealed to experience — to the fact that the apdkle 
needed to have the thorn left in Ijis flesh as an admonition to 
humility. * He uses an illustration drawn from the healing art : 
‘‘ As if the ulcer were not painful, and the operation of the 
knife painful also, so that one pain is cured by another. Had 
we not learned this by experience, but only heard of it in some 
country where operations of this sort were unknown, we should 
doubtless ridicule the idea, and perhaps say in his own words, 
It is most absurd that pain should be necessary to stop an 
ulcer from being painful.^’f 

As man, then, continues ever to be expos^xl in this present 
life, by reason of fliis unceasing conflict, to the danger Diall- 
ing again, he accordingly needs, in order to attain salvmon, 
the grace which can enable him victoriously to persevere to 
the end of the conflict ; and, in reference to this, Augustin 
denominates grace by the title of donum perseverantiee. This 
perseverance alone is the certain mark of the elect. 

This doctrine concerning grace, with all its determinate 
forms as here unfolded, stood necessarily connected with the 
doctrine of absolute predestination. And if this doctrine was 
so taught and preached, it was liable to the imputations which 
the Pelagians repeatedly brought against it : that Augustin 
introduced, under the name of grace, a certain fatalism (fatum) ; 
that he absolutely denied the free-will belonging to the essence 
of man’s nature ; that he annulled all the conditions of a 
righteous judgment of God. In respect to free-will, Augustin 
ever maintained that as the law is not annulled by faith, but 
only fulfilled by it, so free-will is not destroyed by grace, but 
the will is only made truly free ; and he appealed to the decla- 
ration of Christ, that he only w'hom the Son makes free is free 
indeed. But here, misled by the ambiguity of the expression, 


* Absnrdissimum quippe et stultissiraum putat, peccatum fuisse, ne 
peccatnm esset, quoniam et ipsa saperbia utique peccatum est. L. c. s. 30. 

•j* Quasi nou et ulcus in dolore est, et sectio dolorem operatur, ut dolor 
dolore tollattir. Hoc si expert! non essemiis et in aliquibus terris, ubi 
ista uunquam contigerant, audiremus, sine dubio utique deridentes, for- 
tassis etiam verbis hujus uteremur et diceremus: absurdissimum est, 
dolorem necessarium fuisse, ne ulceris dolor esset, L. c. 
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he!* confounded -together two different conceptions* — the cori- 
ceptipn of freedom as.a certain state and stage of moral develop- 
ment, and of freedom as a certain faculty possessed in common 
by all rational minds. Beyond question Augustin gave a more 
profound yiew of freedom in that former sense (this being con- 
nected with his idea of gTace as a principle of divine life) than 
was to be found in tim Pelagian system. But it was not so 
with freedom in the latter sense, which was properly .the point 
in question in this particular controversy. This Augustin 
certainly denied to all the descendants of fallen man ; for, in 
fact, he did not allow to all men the ability of attaining to 
that higher moral freedom. He considered this ability as being 
not an inalienable possession of the rational spirit, but a gift 
communicated, only by a special divine operation, to a certain 
number of men. In respect to those who belong to this latter 
class, it is improper to speak of a free self-determination in 
appropriating what is bestowed on them by grace, since their 
wills are renewed by inner necessity, through the almighty will 
of God. And as these latter follow an irresistible influence 
from above, so the great mass of mankind, the servants of sin, 
follow an irresistible influence of a lower kind. But at the 
same time i\jiignstin maintained, that by the operation of grace 
the power of free self-determination was not destroyed, con- 
tenting himself here with the idea of a freedom in appearance ; 
of a seeming freedom necessarily forming itself in the con- 
sciousness of the creature ; inasmuch, namely, as the operations 
of grace unfolded themselves after the form -of the human nature, 
of the rational human consciousness, in the form of self-deter- 
mination outwardly and phenominally presented. Hence man, 
though determined by a higher principle, transforming his will 
with irresistible power, which he follows in harmony with the 
law of his nature, is yet not conscious of his will having been 
subjected to constraint. In this sense he said, therefore, that 
the operation of grace presupposed the free-will belonging to 
the essence of reason ; that, if man were not created in the 
image of God, he could not be susceptible of grace. Grace 
can act on man, not on stones, j* 

* A thing which the Pelagians, too, did not fail to censure. C. J ullan. 
opus imperfect. I. 176. 

I N€q,ue enim gratia Dei lapidibus ant lignis pecorihusve praestatur , 
sed quia imago Dei est meretur hanc gratiam. C. Julian. IV. 15, Non 

2 B 2 
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It an inconsistency in the Augustinian system that, while 
he unquestionably derived the first sin from man’s free self- 
determination, he made everything else depend on an uncon- 
ditmnal, divine predetermination. He would have been logically 
consistenf if, following the principle wdiich had led h^pi to this 
whole theory, he had derived the conduct of Adam, like all 
other, from this unconditional predetermination. This incon- 
sistency was clearly exposed by Julian.* But still this was a 
noble inconsistency, wliicli grew out of tlie victory of his reli- 
gious, moral feeling, over the logical and speculative tendency 
of his intellect. In this way he could still hold fast, at one 
point, to the holiness and justice of God, and to the free guilt 
of man ; could remove the origin of evil from God, and push 
it back to the originally present, truly free self-determining 
power of man. And by his supposition of the necessary and 
incomprehensible connection between the first man and the 
entire race, this inconsistency is still obviated in his own mind ; 
for as the act of the first man may be considered as the proper 
act of every man, so on this ground the loss of the original 
freedom is a loss for which all are at fault. 

This Augustinian system, which was constructed with so 
much dialectical art, could be so handled, when set forth with 
the prudence, wisdom, and dialectic skill of an Augustin, as to 
avoid the practically mischievous consequences which might 
flow from it in its application to life. Those who, like Augus- 
tin, had come into this system through the whole evolution of 
their inner life ; those in whom it had become wholly fused with 
the fundamental experiences of their Christian consciousness ; 
those who had already attained to a certain inward peace and 
stability of Christian life ; might doubtless find in this system 
satisfaction and repose. The life in faith which they possessed 
—-the consciousness of a divine life — raised them above the 
doubts which might arise from the reflection whether or no 
they belonged to the number of the elect. But the case was 

sicut in lapidibus insensatis, aut sicut in iis, in quorum iiatura rationem 
voluntatenique non condidit, salutem nostram Deus operatur in nobis. 
De.peccatorum meritis et reraissione, 1. II. s. 6. 

♦ Opus imperf. VI. 22. Unde tu nosti, illuti tantummoda justum fuisse, 
at in Adam nisi voluntarium crimen non possit ulcisci, si in justum esse 
non nosti, imputari quiquam in crimen, quod fatearis sine voluntate sus- 
ceptum ? 
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di^FereTlt where this system was taught in a less prudent and 
skilfial manner, or \\^here it came to such as were still involved 
in many inward eonhicts, and were liable to be disturbed by 
reflection on their own state. Augustin could not fail to m*eet 
many such cases in his own experience, and it is remarkable to 
observe the way in which he disposed of them. From such 
cases he took occasion to unfold his system still farther with 
reference to its practical application. 

One of Augustirf s doctrinal and polemical dissertations, which 
referred to tliese disputes, his letter to the presbyter Sixtus, 
afterwards bisho^^ of Home,* having been circulated among the 
monks of a cloister at Adrumetinn, in the North- African pro- 
vince of Byzace:!e, produced great excitement and agitation in 
the minds of many of these recluses. Tins hajipened between 
the years 426 and 427. There came forward individuals among 
them who derived practically mischievous conclusions from 
Augustin’s doctrines concerning grace and predetermination. 
Of what use, said they, are all doctrines and precepts ? Human 
efibrts can avail nothing ; it is God tliat worketh in us to will 
and to do. Nor is it right to reproach or to punish those who 
are in error, and who commit sin, for it is none of their fault that 
they act thus. Without grace they cannot do otherwise ; nor 
can they do anything to merit grace. All we should do, then, 
is to pray for them. Augustin, having been informed of these 
disturbances by delegates from the cloister, and by a letter from 
the Abbot Valentine, addressed to the monks two books — one 
in which he more fully unfolded his doctrine concerning the 
relation of grace to free-will, in opposition to Pelagia nisra (de 
gratia et libero arbitrio) ; a second, in which he more distinctly 
explained that doctrine on the side of its practical bearings, and 
with reference to those consequences which had been drawn 
from it (the work de correptione et gratia). According to 
Augustin’s doctrine, unconditioned pi edetermination is not an 
arbitrary act of God, whereby lie bestows everlasting happiness 
on men while loaded with ail manner of sins ; but a necessary 
intermediate link in the communication of grace. This is the 
source of divine life in those that possess it ; and it must re- 
veal itself by an inward impulse, in the bringing forth of good 
fruits. But then, even here, too, no limits can be fixed where 


Ep. 1 94, among the letters of Augustin, 
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the divine agency commences and ceases, and where the hunian 
begins and ends ; both proceed inseparably together. , The 
human will, taken possession of by divine grace, works that 
which is^ood ^^ith freedom, as a transformed and sanctified 
will ; and grace can only w^ork througti the will, which serves 
as its organ. Hence Augustin says, He who is a child of 
God must feel himself impelled % the spirit of God to do 
right ; and, having done it, he thanks God, wIjo gave him 
the power and the pleasure of so doing. But he who does not 
what is right, or does it not from the riglit temper of love, let 
him pray God that he may have the grace which he has not 
yet obtained.” By reason of the inner connection which Au- 
gustin supposed between the first sin and the sin of all mankind, 
as it has been above explained, he maintained that the indivi- 
dual cannot excuse himself on the ground of the general de- 
pravity, and that his sins are none the less to be imputed to 
him as his own fault. Furthermore, God by his grace is, 
beyond question, able to operate on the hearts of men, not only 
without our exhorting, correcting, or reproving them, but even 
without our interceding for them. Beyond question, all these 
second causes could produce the designed effect on men only 
underthe presupposition of divine grace, which operates through 
human instrumentality, and without which all human instru- 
mentality would avail nothing, and under the presupposition 
that the men, whom we would lead to salvation, belong to the 
number of the elect. But as God, however, often conveys his 
grace to men by means of such instrumentality ; as no certain 
marks are given us in the present life whereby it is possible to 
distinguish the elect from the non-elect ; as we are bound, in 
the spirit of charity, to wish that all may attain to salvation ; 
so, assuming in the spirit of charity, that God will use us as 
his instruments to convert and bring to salvation *these or those 
individuals who at present are living in sin, we are bound to 
employ all those means that are in our power, leaving the 
result with God. 

The way in which Augustin sought, in these writings, to 
secure his system against misrepresentation, could not be suited 
to set those minds at rest whose Christian feelings had been 
disturbed by what he had said respecting the relation of divine 
grace and predestination to the free-will ; but such persons 
must rather have found in this a still further confirmation of 
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tiieir doubts. . Anti as his system of faith, on this side, agreed 
in nowise with the prevailing doctrinal way of thinking In the 
Western church ; as, in the Pelagian and Augustinian systems, 
directly opposite tendencies, which on different sides were at 
variance wdth the demands of the universal Christian *conscrous- 
ness, stood in conflict wdtli each uthef ; it was natural that an 
intermediate and conciliatory tendency betw^een these two op- 
posites should make its appearance. This tendency proceeded 
more partirnlarly from the cloisters of Southern France, Pro- 
vence, and the ailjacent islands, as its representative and 
most influential organ appears, in tlie first place, an individual 
who holds a very important place in the history of Western 
monachism, and who enjoyed a high reputation in these dis- 
tricts — Jolm Cassian. lie probably came from the country 
bordering on the Black Sea (being one of the so-called Scythian 
monks), and, after many travels in the East, had at length 
turned his steps to Marseilles, where he became the founder 
and abbot of a famous cloister. Without doubt, his early and 
long residence in the Eastern church had had a decided influ- 
ence on his doctrinal bent ; and perhaps in his predominant 
practical tendency, in his disinclination to doctrinal specula- 
tions, which attempted to define too nicely on the questions 
here brought into controversy, his tendency to give promi- 
nence on these questions to the religious, moral interest, and 
to refer everything more particularly to the love of God; 
perhaps in all these traits we may discern the spirit of the 
great Chrysostom, with whoni he long lived in the capacity of 
deacon, and whose disciple he delighted to call iiimself.^ 
Cassian sought to grasp the doctrines of religion with the 
heart rather than with speculative and systematizing thought. 
He counselled the monks, instead of studying a multitude of 
commentaries on the sacred scriptures, to aim rather at 
obtaining purity of heart. Nothing but the darkening of the 
understanding by sin caused what the Holy Spirit revealed to 
appear so obscure to men ; and it was because men sought not 
to come to the knowledge of divine things with a purified 
sense, that so many false doctrines had been foisted upon the 
holy scriptures.^ Especially in relation to the treatment of 

* See Cassian. lib. VII, de incarnatione, c. 31. 

f Monachum ad scripturarum notitiam perdngere cupientern, nequa- 
quam debere iabores suos erga commentatomm libros impendere ; sed 
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the doctrine of grace, he required that, preserving in simpli- 
city <tf heart the simple faith of the fishermen, men should not 
receive it in a worldly spirit, with logical syllogisms and 
Ciceronian eloquence, but should know that it could only be 
und’erstood by the experience of a pure life.* We might 
almost suppose that this passage, in the mind of Cassian, 
contained a reproof of the (in his opinion) too logical ten- 
dency of ^ugustin : it cannot be proved, however, that he 
meant any such direct personal allusion, j* 

Cassian departed altogether from the Pelagian system by 
recognizing the universal corruption of human nature as a 
consequence of the first transgression, and by recognizing 
‘‘grace’* as well as “justification** in the sense of Augustin. 
But the whole takes with him a different turn, by its connec- 
tion with the idea of a divine love, which extends to all men, 
which wills the salvation of all, and refers everything to this ; 
even subordinating the punishment of the wicked to this simple 
end. The conflict of the flesh and tlm spirit is, indeed, a con- 
sequence of that original schism ; but this conflict is now 
made to subserve a salutary purpose in the moral education of 
man, that so the soul, amid its many struggles and efforts, 
necessitated to strive after moral purity, may thereby be 
awakened to self-consciousness, and preserved from' pride and 
inactivity.^ It is, perhaps, with allusion to the Pelagian 
positions, he says, in one passage of his institutions and rules 
of monastic life:§ “We have to thank God, not only for 
having endowed us with reason and free-will, and bestowed on 
us the knowledge of his law or the grace of baptism, but also 
for the gifts of his daily providence ; that he delivers us from 
the snares of invisible enemies ; that he cooperates with us in 
enabling us to overcome the sins of the flesh ; that he pro- 
tects us, even when we are unconscious of it, from dangers ; 

potius omnem mentis industriam et intentionem cordis erga emundatiouem 
vitiorum carnalium detinere. Institution. coBnobial. 1. V. c. 33. 

L. c. 1. Xll.c. 19. 

f In his work against Nestorius, which he wrote at the commence- 
ment of the Nestorian disputes (de incarnatione Domini, 1. VH. c. 27), 
he calls Augustin “ magnus sacerdos j ” — but this epithet must have been 
given to Augustin after he became distinguished in the Western church : 
yet it says little, compared with those epithets which he bestows on 
Hila^, Ambrose, and Jerome. 

I Collat. c. 7, etc. § Institutiones coenobial. c. 18. 
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tkat he keeps ys frflrn falling into sins ; that he sustains and 
enlightens us ; that he teaches us to understand the law whicii 
he Has given to help us f that, by his secret influences, we are 
punished on account of our sins ^ that we are sometimes drawn 
to salvation even against our wills; that- finally he draws ^ur 
free-will itself, prone by its own inclination to what is vicious 
and wrong, into the path of virtue.' liven in these reruaiks 
we discern the whole peculiarity of Cassian’s form of doctrine 
on this mat! r. Isolated Christian experiences lie at the foun- 
dation of all which he thus collects together ; and moreover all 
the marks and characters of Augustin’s system arc io be found 
here, excepting alone the constraining infiuence of grace on the 
free-will. But Cassian brings together isolated facts without 
logical order, and in a manner quite remote from the systematic 
development of conceptions, such as we find in Augustin. 

In faith, too, he recognizes the communication of divine 
grace. I He constantly affirms the insufficiency of free-will 
for that which is good without grace ; that, witliout this, all 
human efforts avail nothing, all willing and running of man is 
to no purpose ; that it is vain to speak of any proper merit or 
desert on the part of man, although the operation of gi*ace is 
ever conditioned on the free self-determination of the human 
will ; that, in many cases, there is moreover such a thing as 
prevenient grace. | He especially laboured, in his monastic 
colloquies, the famous thirteen among his Collations, to unfold 
and explain what lay scattered in the above-cited passages. 
Here also he speaks in the same decided and emphatic manner 
against the two extremes, as well the Augustinian denial of 
free-will, as the Pelagian infringement of grace. In both these 
opposite tendencies he sees -Immaii presumption, which would 
explore and define what is unsearchable to human reason. He 

* Cassian says here, adjutorium nostrum, quod non aliud quidam 
iuterpretari volunt, quam legem; — which words are manifestly aimed 
against the Pelagians. Tillemoiit wrongly supposes that he has discovered 
here something bordering on, the Pelagian mode of expression, which 
Cassian could not have allowed himself to fall into, after the above- 
named decisions of the Roman bishops against the Pelagians ; but this 
mode of expression is in its essential meaning, so anti-Pelagian, that 
Augustin himself might have approved of it Cassian, in fact; says here 
that it was only by the inward enlightening intiuence of grace, the law 
itself could be of any help to man, 

f Collat. HI. c. 16. 1 Collat. IV. c. 4, etc. and other places 
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says here, -free-will and 'grace are so blended and fused with 
each 'other, that for this very reason thQ question has been 
much discussed by many, whether free-will depends on grace, 
or grace on free-will ; and in answering this question in a 
presumptuous manner, men have fallen into opposite errors. 
He affirms that this question does not admit of a general 
answer suitable for all cases. He controverts as well those 
who wholly denied a prevenient grace, and made grace always 
dependent on man’s desert, as those who denied to the human 
will any ability to create the germ of goodness by its own 
efforts, and who supposed grace to be always prevenient. This 
question, he thought, could not be settled by general concep- 
tions, formed a priori, respecting the modus operand! of grace ; 
but could be answered only according to the various facts of 
ex|)erience, as they are brought to view in the holy scriptures ; 
thougli here, from vant of more profound reflection, he neg- 
lected to consider that this inquiry transcends the limits of 
experience and of the phenomenal world, the question relating 
to invisible motives and laws. Would any one assert that the 
beginning of the good will always proceeds from man, the 
examples of Matthew the publican and of Paul are against him. 
Would any one say, on the contrary, that the beginning of 
the good will is always communicated by divine grace, he must 
be embarrassed by the examples of Zaccheus, and of the thief 
on the cross, whose craving spirits, taking the kingdom of 
God by violence, anticipated the special call of divine grace. 
Against those who asserted the last, he endeavoured to show 
that human nature had, by the fall, in nowise lost all its 
ability for goodness. Men should take heed how they refer 
all the merits of the saints to God in vsuch a sense as to assign 
nothing but what is bad to human nature. Through the bene- 
volence of the Creator, the seeds of all virtue were by nature 
implanted in the soul ; but, unless excited by the help of God, 
they would never germinate and grow up to maturity. Where 
grace, then, permitted human striving, feeble as it was, to 
have the precedence,* still it should be considered that what 
grace bestows on man is far beyond all human desert there 
is no comparison between the two. He calls it profane to say, 

* Ne penitus dormienti aut inerti otio dissolute sua dona conttoe 
videatur. t Gratia Dei semper gratuita. 
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tliat grace is imparted only according^ to human desert. While 
Aygustin employed the declaration of the apostle l^ani in 
Rom. xi. concerning the unsearcliabieness of tiie divine judg- 
ments, to prove the doctrine of the secret, unconditioned 
counsels of predestination; Cassian, <jn the othei' hand*, re- 
ferred it to the manifold modes of the operation of di\ ine love, 
controlling, directing, and bestowing its gifts in wisdom ; and 
this he set over against the dogmatic narrowness oi‘ heart, the 
presumptu(»ds littleness of mind, which would fix and determine 
everything according to one idea. He who trusted he was able 
by his own reason perfectly to fathom or to express the ways 
which (iod takes for man^s salvation, contradicted tiiose words 
of the apostle, that God’s judgments and ways are unsearch- 
able to men. The God of the universe so works all in aik as 
that he excites the frt^e-will, upholds and strengthens it, hot 
so that he again withdraws from man the free-will which he 
himself bestowed. If man’s reason, and tlie induction of evi- 
dence, seem to have made out anything wliicli militates against 
these propositiotis, ail this should much rather be shunned, than 
countenanced to the destruction of faith. 

Cassian’s opposition to the system of Augustin found great 
acceptan^^e among the monks and even the bishops of these 
districts.* Doubtless, too, many of the monks had, of their 
own free impulse, without any influencing cause from without, 
become opposed to the Augustiniau doctrine of election ; indi- 
viduals who subsequently attached themselves to Cassian, as the 
most important man among them, on account of his theological 
training ; for it may be gathered, from wL*at Prosper reports 
about them to Augustin, that all did not perfectly agree with 
Cassian in their views respecting the disputed points, though 
they agreed in opposing the doctrine of absolute predestination. 

When Augustin’s work de correptione et gratia arrived in 
Gaul, these opponents of Augustin’s doctrine of predestination 
--whom for brevity’s sake we will denoniinato Semi-Pela- 
gians, t a name which came into use at a much later period — 

* See Prosper’s letter to Augustin. 

The Semi-Pelagians themselves were far from applying to their 
sect any such name as this, as they wished to have nothing in common 
with the Pelagians ; but their opponents, too, were very far from wish- 
ing to designate them by this name, the opponents of Pelagiauism not 
admitting that there was any middle ground. They looked upon Semi- 
Pelagianism as nothing but a mere ofi-shoot of Pelagianisin. 
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perceived from it that those practically mischievous conse» 
quenc^s which had ever appeared to them the dubious thing in 
this doctrine, had actually been derived from them by those 
African monks ; but they were not at all satisfied with the 
manner innvhich AugOstin got rid of these consequences ; and 
hence they were only the more fully confirmed in their own 
persuasions. Besides this Semi-Pelagian party, there was, 
however, in this part of Gaul, a small party also of enthusias- 
tic admirers of Augustin, and devoted adherents to his whole 
system of doctrine, to whom, though they perhaps recognized 
the difference between Semi-Pelagianism and Pelagianism, yet 
every doctrine which represented the operations of divine grace 
in man as conditioned on maifs recipiency, appeared to be a 
de^l of grace proceeding from impious pride. At the head 
of*is party stood, at that time, an ecclesiastic by the name 
of Prosper, who, induced perhaps by the desolations of war, 
had left his native country, Aquitania, and settled down in 
these parts. Amid the great and fearful revolutions of this 
century, particularly in Ids own country, by which within a 
short space of time the lot of whole nations as well as indivi- 
duals was reversed, he found consolation and repose in entire 
submission to God’s inscrutable decrees, in renouncing all 
earthly hopes, and relying on God’s all-controlling grace ; and 
the great facts of that particular age in the history of nations 
furnished him with abundant evidence in confirmation of the 
doctrine of absolute predestination.^ This Prosper, and his 

* Prosper, and also the author of tlie work de vocatione gentium, refer 
to these facts, especially as showing how different tribes of people were 
led to embrace the faith of the gospel. In the beautiful poem of “ A 
husband to his wife,” in which the writer refers to the state of those times 
as an argument and motive for renouncing earthly things, and which in 
some manuscripts is ascribed to Prosper, are to be found the feelings and 
ideas at least which characterized his own religious tone of mincl. He 
says of his times : 

Non idem status est agris, non urbibus ullis ; 

Omniaque in praucipitata ruunt. 

ImTi’a eonfuso di^rordia mnndo. 

I';!\ at'ii! icrri-. i vuli-".. 

And after having expressed his resolution to devote himself entirely to 
Christ, he adds : 

Nec tamen ista mihi de me fiducia surgit. 

Tu das, Christe, loqni, tuque pati tribuis. 

In. nobis nihil andemus; sed fidimus in te. 

Spes igitur mea sola Deos, quem credere vita est. 
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ffieiid Hilary^ another ’-’'arm admirer and zealous -diseij^le of 
Augustin, gave hioi, each in a separate letter, an account of 
these movements among the monks, and begged that he v^'ou]d 
come to the rescue of tiie truth no%v assailed. 

In reply to this request, Augustin wrote his two \Vorks,*De 
praedestinatione «anctorum, and De doim perseverantiae. He 
expresses his astonishment that those persons were not to be 
convinced by the many plain and express passages of sacred 
scripture respecting grace, which is always denied, when it is 
made to depend on human desert. Yet lie is at the same time 
just enough to admit, that, by acknowledging original sin, the 
insufficiency of the faculty of free-will for all good, and pre-^ 
venient grace, they differed essentially from Pelagianism, pro- 
perly so called. And, considering the great importance which 
he attached to the other disputed points, we must respect Ihe 
spirit of Christian moderation evinced by him when he added: 
‘‘We must apply to them the words of Paul in Philip, iii. 15. 
If they walk according to the measure of their knowledge, 
and pray to him who giveth wisdom, he will reveal to them 
that also which they still want, in order to a correct insight 
into the doctrine of predestination.”''' 

In thes^ two tracts, he lays open his disputed scheme of 
doctrine, holding to it firmly in all its strictness, in the way we 
have already described ; and we need here only notice what 
he says new in reference to the scruples professed by the Gallic 
Semi -Pelagians. These, as Prosper reported to Augustin, 
had affirmed that even if the doctrine of unconditional pre- 
destination w ere according to the truth, yet it ought not to be 
preached, because the doctrine could be of no use to any one, 
and might be mischievous to all. It tempts the pious to feel 
secure and to be inactive, and leads sinners to despair, instead 
of allowing them room for repentance. On the other Iiand, 
Augustin says : “We might keep silent as to those truths, the 
knowledge of which would only enrich the intellectual insight 
of those who w^ere capable of understanding them, without 
exerting any influence on their moral improvement ; but the 
misunderstanding of which would redound to the injury of 
those who were incapable of understanding them. But it is 
otherwise with those truths the right understanding of wffiich 


De praedestinatione sanctorum, c. i. 
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is subservient to . holiness, and the misundevstanjling of which 
leads to all mischief. And among these latter truths is to be 
reckoned the doctrine of absolute predestination. It is only 
when misconstrued and falsely applied, it can become practi- 
cal] injurious. But the doctrine of divine foreknowledge is 
liable to the same misconstruction ; as, for example, when it 
is so conceived as to lead men to make such statements as the 
following*., You may live as you please, yet that and that 
only will happen with you which God foresaw.’' In preach- 
ing the doctrine of predestination, all that is necessary is sim- 
ply to keep it ever in mind that the preacher of the gospel is 
addressing eitlier tliose who are already partakers of the re- 
demption, or who are yet to become partakers of it, conse- 
quently the elect ; so that the refirobate must be considered 
as those who are witliout the church, and be spoken of only in 
the third person.- AYith great adroitness and skill, he showed 
how the doctrine of predestination should be used only for the 
purpose of exciting believers to an unshaken trust and confi- 
dence in God himself and in goodness, and at* the same time 
to humility ; — and how, on the other hand, everything should 
be avoided which, through misconstruction, might lead to false 
security or to despondency. The doctrine of predestination, 
if rightly presented, would, beyond question, contribute much 
to the furtherance of genuine Christian piety. “ This doc- 
trine,’’ he concludes, “ should be so set forth that he who pro- 
perly receives and appropriates it will glory, not in that which 
is of man, hence not in that which is his own, but in the Lord ; 
and even this, to glory only in the Lord, is, like all the 
rest, a gift of God, and indeed the gift of God, without which 
all other gifts are nothing.” As Augustin’s opponents could 
often cite against him, and that not without good grounds, the 
authority of the older divines ; so, on the other hand, he him- 
self appealed, not without reason, to the original and common 
expression of the unalterable Christian consciousness; as, for 
example, in the church prayers for the conversion of unbe- 
lievers, for the perseverance of believers to the end, in which 
prayers the assembled church were wont to join by saying, 
Amen. But at .the same time, in interpreting these expres- 
sions of the Christian consciousness, as well as many passages 
from the older divines, he was led, by the influence of his own 
doctrinal system, to introduce more into them than they really 
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Contained, when he* would find in them testimony in favour of 
the doctrine of a gr^ce which is conditioned on no Fort of reci- 
piency on the part of man, and of a predestination connected 
with this notion of grace. 

These writings made, and indeed were’ calculated ’ to make, 
no other impression on the Semi-Pelagians than Augustin’s 
earlier productions. Hence, Prosper — feeling himself con- 
strained to stand forth in defence of the couvictioit of which 
his heart wa . so full, and of the man to whom lie clung with 
an enthusiastic attachment,^ as the triumphant defender of 
this fundamental truth against the adversaries of the doctrine 
of grace — wrote in opposition to those whom he designates as 
the ungrateful^ his carmen de ingratis. By this designation 
Prosper understands in general all those who considered the 
operations of grace as in any way conditioned by the free reci- 
piency of man ; those who did not reler everything in man to 
grace alone. Although his attack was directed in this case 
more particularly against the Semi-Pelagians, yet, in looking 
at the subject from this particular point of view, Semi-Pela- 
gianism would necessarily seem to coincitle with Pelagianism ; 
and, in truth, he endeavours to show that the doctrines of the 
iSerni-Pelagians led ultimately to Pelagian principles.! He 
complains that his adversaries, who were for the most part 
rigid monks, misled many through the respect which they in- 
spired by the virtues connected with their Christian renunci- 
ation of the world ; but, as they looked upon these virtues as 
being part in their own work, they were but seeming virtues, 
destitute of the principle of all true goodness, that temper of 
the heart which refers everything to God alone, and which 

This very fact, that the firm persuasion of jiian’s being nothing 
through himself, but everything through God alone, had pervaded Au- 
gustin’s .entire life, appears to Prosper the characteristic trait of this 
great man, the fundamental principle of his peculiar character. This is 
beautifully expressed by Prosper in his carmen de ingratis, where he 
says of Augustin (v. 90); 

Quern ChTi*!^ ffratia <*ormi 
Uheriore rigans. rin^rro I-.ihumi 
A cceusum vero dr liiiiiiur ; iuim; r,' ii- i’.Ii 
Et vita et requies Deus est, omnisque voluptas 
Unus amor ('hristi est, unus Christi est honor illi. 

Bit dum nulla sibi tiihuit bona, fit Deusilli 
Omnia, et in sancto regnat sapientia templo. 

t As prosper says himself: ingrati, quos urit gratio, v. 685. 
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feels the sense of dependence on him for all things. A deop 
and sincerely Christian feeling of dependence breathes through 
this production, imparting to it warmth and vitality ; but 
with all this, the author overlooks in his opponents the interest 
of a morality which" would be free, and which assuredly has 
no less its foundation in Christianity than the sense of depen- 
dence. “ Do they perhaps consider it a shame,” says he of 
his opponents, ‘‘ that Christ will one day be all in all in the 
redeemed ? But if this is above all things else great and noble, 
why are they ashamed in this present vale of sorrow to be 
mighty through God, and to have in them as little as possible 
of their own, of that which is a mortal work, which is nothing 
but sin?”| 

The contest between the Augustinian and the Semi -Pelagian 
party in Gaul still continued after the death of Augustin.J 

* Licet in crnce vitam 

Ducant et jugi adiciant sua corpora morte, 
opihn«. sin* ca-.*}. '■i-.tqn'' 

'rv;r» riiMj'.!'- T s r.: I'u «.•.}>,*; jv hr'i* ; 

stilU surgendo cadunt, non horum templo est Christas petra fundamenta, 
V. 775. 

f Viles ergo putent se deformesque futures 
Cum tran-sformatis fiet Deus unica sanctis 
Gloria: corporei nec jam pressura laboris ^ 

Conteret incertos ; sed in omnibus omnia semper 

Christus ent. Quod si pulchrum et super omnia magnum est, 

Cur pudet liac etiam, lletus in valle, potentes 
Esse Deo, minimumque operis mortaiis habere, 

Quod non est nisi peccatum. • 

% The last years of his long and laborious life Augustin had set apart 
for completing the theological works which were partly connected with 
these disputed points which seemed to him so important. As the multi- 
plied engagements of his episcopal office left him no leisure for this, he, 
with the consent of his community, made arrangements to have his 
labours lightened by the assistance of Eraclius, a presbyter educated 
under his own eye. He was occupied during this time in preparing a 
critique on all his own writings (his retractationes). What led him to 
engage in this work was doubtless the fact that many passages from his 
earlier writings were cited against him, especially by Pelagians and 
Semi-Pelagians; whence his enthusiastic admirers were embarrassed, 
since they would not allow that the man whose authority stood so extra- 
vagantly high with them could be convicted of any errors. But Augustin 
himself was far from claiming any such authority for his writings. Such 
authority was due, according to his judgment, only to the Bible. He 
says to those extravagant friends, that they laboured to no purpose : they 
had undertaken a bad cause. They would lose their suit, even if tried 
before himself (frustra laboratis, non bonam causam suscepistis, facile in 
ea me ipso judice, superamini. ep. 143 ad Marcellinum.) He rejoiced in 
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Prf*OSpe^ opposed, if is true, to his adversaries the decisions of 
the Roman bishops, ^aiid of the emperors ; but the Semi-Pela- 
giaif^ felt assured that they were not touched or atiected by 
those authorities, for they, in fact, were also opponents of the 
Pelagian doctrines condemned by those? decisions. • For this 
reason Prosper and Hilary sought to establish, in opposition to 
them,* another new church authority. They appealed to tlie 
Roman bishop Coclestin, and entered a complaint to him 
against presb) "^ers given to disputation anrt fond of novelty, 

the confession, that he had made some propiross in truth, and acknow- 
ledged several of his earlier errors as such, which he was not now 
ashamed publicly to ex}'ose in his writings. Unquestionably' it was true 
also, as may be gatlierenl from what has been already remarked, that his 
mihd, more fettered and confined in several respects, now represented as 
error what at an earlier period bad been conceived with more freedom, 
or that he unconsciously interiu-eted liis earlier views as being in accord- 
ance with his present altered way of thinking. 

Next, he employed himself on liis last work in the Pelagian contro- 
versy with Julian, which he W’as unable to finisli. He wrote for this work 
amid the violent politi- nl acitati m': which brought devastation and ruiu 
over this flourishing [-vriroii ;;,e world. He had the pain of seeing 
the misery pi’oceed from a man who had once been one of his most beloved 
friends. The count (comes) lloni'facius, one of the most distinguished 
and successful generals of the Itoman empire in its decline, had been 
led by the advice of Augustin himself, instead of retiring to the monastic 
life, to the resolution of devoting his powers still further to the defence 
of the oppressed Koman Christendom against the incursions of barbarian 
tribes. But by the intrigues of his rival in military renown, the general 
Aetius, he bad be, a afterwards drawn into the great mistake of rebelling 
against the imperial government; aiuh for the purpose of maintaining 
himself in this contest, he invited over the Vandals to his assistance from 
Spain. Augustin availed hims(df of a favourable opportunity of address- 
ing himself to the conscience of Boniface, in a letter written with true 
Christian dignity, and with great, wdsdom (a true model of proceed- 
ing in such intricate circumstances). The latter was compelled to find 
out by bitter experience the truth 6f that which his old friend had pre- 
dicted to him. He was carried further than lie meant to* be, and when 
he endeavoured to retrace his steps, found it to be too late. The Vandals 
looked upon the flourishing country as their own property, and, from 
being the allies of Boniface, became his enemies. Augustin’s episcopal 
residence, the city of Hippo, was besieged by them. Amidst these suffer- 
ings, and in sight of the new trials which were threatening him, it was 
Augustin’s daily prayer, that God would deliver the city from tlie enemy, 
or bestow on his servants the power to endure everything which his will 
had in store for them ; or that he^ould grant him a release out of the 
present world. The last event happened. In the third month of the seige, 
which lasted fourteen montlis in ail, Augustin died, at the age of seventy- 
six, A.D. 429. 

VOU. IV. 2 c 
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who ^propagated false doctrines, and presumed to attack the 
memory of Augustin. They probably hoped to obtain from 
the Koman bishop a distinct response in favour of the system 
of. Augustin, against the Semi-Pelagian principles concerning 
grace, abd concernilig free-will, but their expectations were 
not fulfilled, Coelestin, it is true, in answer to this application, 
published, in the year 431,* a letter to the Gallic bishops. In 
this letter he complain-s that several presbyters, of whom he 
speaks with some contempt, had taken the liberty to set in agi- 
tation certain curious questioiis.f Quite in the spirit of the 
Poman church, he considers it a great scandal that presbyters 
should wish to set themselves up as teachers of the bishops ; 
and he ascribes it cliiefly to the fault of these latter that pres- 
byters presumed to make themselves so important. Doubtless 
it might be, he says, that some of them had but recently left 
the ranks of the laity, and hence had not yet become fully 
aware of what belonged to them as bishops. And he intimates 
a suspicion, which the accusers of the Semi-Pelagians had pro- 
bably found it convenient to insinuate, that several among 
themselves might be inclined to the same errors. He moreover 
‘ expressed, in strong terms, his respect for Augustin, who, by 
his predecessors also, had beeii considered to belong among the 
most eminent teachers of the church. But notwithstanding all 
this, the decisions of the Roman bishop were still so indefinite, 
that the opponents of Semi-Pelagianism could derive from them 
but little advantage. Coelestin, indeed, forbore to enter into 
a particular description of the doctrines of those presbyters 
against whom he inveighed. What he understood by the ex- 
pression curious questions,’’ was left wholly in the dark ; 
and the Semi-Pelagians accused their opponents of this very 
thing ; namely, that instead of holding fast to matters of prac- 
tical moment they busied themselves with such questions. He 
had said, let the spirit of innovation — adding, if there is such a 

* As he himself alleges, he had already on some earlier occasion 
decided in like manner, in a responsum to a certain bishop Tuentius, which 
has not reached our times. 

t indisciplinatce qusestiones. All questions on the subject why God be- 
stowed his grace cn some and noton others; all such questions, which 
W^re not to be disposed of by refere^ipe to the secret incomprehensible 
councils of God, belonged, in fact, according to the judgment of such men 
as Prosper, to this class ; and Coelestin here speaks at hrst only in the 
language of his accusers. 
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s|>irit — eease to attack the ancient doctrine.'*^ But ‘still it was 
left, undefined what was to be understood by tlie ancient and 
what by the novel doctrines. The Semi-Pelagians, in fact, 
also asserted — and they could do it with even more justice than 
their oppotients — that by them the ancient doctrine of the 
church was defended against the false doctrine recently intro- 
duced concerning absolute predestination, and against the denial 
of free will ; tenets wholly unknown to the ancieat church. 
As a matter of course, therefore, the Semi-Pelagians might 
interpret these decisions as being in favour of their own scheme 
of doctrine ; and so, accordingly, they did interpret them.*)* 
The Vincentius, already mentioned, who had been educated at 
a cloister on the island of Lerins in Provence, which was one 
r>f the most distinguished seats of Semi-Pelagianism, seems also 
to have given the decision this interpretation : and it was, per- 
haps, at the fiercest stage of tliis controversy, in the year 434, J 
that he wrote his famous Commonitoriuin, if not with the 
single, yet with the special or partial, design of applying a 
principle to the refutation of Augustin’s doctrine of predesti- 
nation, which was recognized by Augustin liimself ; namely, 
that the subjective views of a church-teacher, however holy and 
highly gif^d, could yet establish nothing in opposition to the 
ancient and hitherto universally-prevailing doctrine of the 
church ; and that such views would ever continue to be nothing 
more than private opinions, unless accompanied by the marks 
of antiquity, universality, and general consent (aiitiquitas, uni- 
versalitas, consentio).§ 

Since Hilary and Prosper had now made a journey to Rome 

Desinat, si ita res sunt, incessere novitas vetustatem. 

t Prosper himself, in his book against Collator (s. 3), gives it to be 
undertsood that many S.^mi- Pelagians, by -ii inalujiui wterpretatio^ con- 
trived to explain this decision of the Roman bishop to their own advan- 
tage. Coclestin — said they, as it would seem as if we must gather from 
his language — had by no means approved, by that eulogium of Augustin, 
all his writings with referenoe to the doctrines which they contained ; 
and if he approved the earlier ones, he could not tlie later, 'in which 
Augustin himself set the novitas in opposition to the vetustas, 

J See chap, xini, his own chronological statement. 

§ Vincentius enables us to discover his connection with the ^ml- 
Pelagian party, by naming ampng the false teachers Pelagius and 
Ccelestius, but not their pretended od-shoots the Senji- Pelagians; and by 
neglecting to mention Angus in among the many church -teachers who 
axe praised by him. Thus now, too at the end of the second section of 

2 b 2 
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for the express purpose of procuring a favourable deeisio4?i, 
and we may take it for granted they would spare no pains to 
accomplish their object, we may the more confidently conclude 
that the Roman bisliop liad good reasons for not expressing 
hirriself more definitely and decidedly on this disputed ques- 
tion, when he had assumed a tone so entirely different in the 
Nestorian controversy."*^ The only course which remained for 
Prosper was to contend against the Semi-Pelagians with the 

his commouitorium, of which only a fragment has been preserved, be 
cites those passages from, the letter of Cmlestin to the French bishops. 
Although he does not explain nny farther, even in this passage, what 
Coelestin meant by the term “ novitas,” but chooses to leave the more 
particular application to each individual himself ; yet he certainly betrays 
here the Semi-Pelagian forced by the autliority of Augustin to tread 
somewhat ,too softly. A person of the same temper with Prosper would 
have expressed himself doubtless in this case more strongly and distinctly, 
and the more, as he must have been aware that his opponents turned 
the vagueness of that passage to their own account. Moreover, in ex- 
plaining the phrase, ‘‘ si ita res est,’’ he discovers the Semi-Pelagian, who 
considered the charge to be without foundation. Most probably it was 
from this Vincentius that the ca})itula ohjectioimm Vincentianarum pro- 
ceeded, against which a small tract of I^rosjxT was directed. 

* If the collection of decisions by Roman bishops and North-African 
councils against the doctrines of Pelagius and Ceeh-stius, which is united 
in several of the older collections of ecclesiastical laws with 'this letter of 
CoelevStin, really belonged to the same, Coelestin would beyond all ques- 
tion have expressed himself in a more distinct manner ; for this collec- 
tion has manifestly for its object to establish the whole Augustinian 
scheme of the doctrine of grace in opposition to the Semi-Pelagians; 
because these accused Augustin of having over-stepped the proper limits, 
and because they, moreover, contrived to interpret the authority of the 
Roman bishops in tlieir own sense. But the way in which Coelestin’s 
letter concludes, shows cleaily that nothing was to follow after. In this 
additional clause itself is exhibited a different tone of language from that 
which we are accustomed to meet with in Roman bishops ; and Prosper, 
who, as we have remarked, appeals to the letter of Cmlestin, would as- 
suredly not have omitted to mention this clause, if he had knowm it as 
one which proceeded from Coelestin. We cannot doubt, therefore, that 
this piece is a later addition ; and from whomsoever it might be, that this 
certainly very old appendix, belonging to the very time of these contro- 
versies, proceeded, it still remains worthy of notice that its author pro- 
fesses indeed the doctrine of that grace of God from whose agency no- 
thing is to be excluded, but that he does not, however, declare himself 
in favour of the doctrine of absolute predestination ; but rather expressly 
avoids the inquiry as unprofitable, when he says : Profundiores vero 
difficilioresque partes iiicurrentium quaestionura, quas latius pertractarunt, 
qui haereticis restiterunt, sicut non audemus contemnere, ita non ne- 
cesse habemns adstruere* 
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productions of his pen but, as in a case where the tendencies 
of Christian, fe'eling and of the reflections springing therefrom 
were so entirely ojpposed to each other, there could be no 
chance for a common understanding between Prosper and his 
opponents; and his own arguments had .quite as little weight 
with them as theirs with himself ; and as Coclestin’s decision 
had sp yery much disappointed his expectations; he endea- 
voured to prevail on Sixtus, the successor of Coelestin, to 
finish the Avor^-. of liis predecessors, and annihilate the last re- 
mains of Pelagianism. As liis predecessors had suppressed the 
open Pelagians, so Sixtus ouglit to suppress altogether the 
concealed Pelagians, since this work had been reserved for 
him by divine Providence.^ But neither did he succeed as 
yet in carrying this point. 

The writings of Prosper suggest one remark, important in 
its bearing on the course and progress of this controversy. On 
the one hand, the Semi-Pelagians endeavoured so to represent 
the doctrine of absolute predestination as to bring most pro- 
minently to view the point in which it grated most harshly on 
the Christian feelings, namely, its irreconcileableness with the 
Christian ideas of G eft’s holiness and love. They affirmed 
that, according to this doctrine, God had created only a small 
portion of* mankind for eternal happiness, and the rest for 
damnation ; God had predestinated these latter to sin ; he was 
the author of sin ; Christ had died not for the salvation of all 
men, but only lor the redemption of this small and determi- 
nate portion of them. On the other hand, Prosper laboured 
with great skill and effect to avoid everything in the exposition 
of this scheme which might seem repulsive to the Christian 
feelings ; although Ave must admit he rather concealed all the 
difficulties by happy turns and forms of expressions, than really 
avoided them in the material contents of the thought. The 
charge, that God was Tiiade the author of sin, he evaded, as 

* His writings against Cassian, liber contra Collatorem, his responsum 
ad capitula Gailorum, the tract already mentioned against Vincentius, his 
epistula ad Rufinum. 

t Confidimus Domini protectione prsestandum, ut quod operatus est 
in Innocentio cact,, operetur in Sixto, et in custodia Dominici gregis haac 
sit pars glorim huic reservata pastori, ut sicut illi lupos abegere mani- 
festos, ita hie depellat occuitos. — Hujusmodi hominum pravitati non tarn 
disputationum studio, quam auctoritatum privilecio resistenduni est. C* 
Collator, e. 21, S. 4. re 
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Augustin .had done, by deriving all sin from, a free act 
Adam, God's predestination and his foreknowledge were by 
no means to be considered as identical. In reference to that 
which has its ground in God himself, goodness, as the bestovv- 
ment of his grace, and just judgment, were undoubtedly both 
one ; But the case was otherwise in reference to sin, which 
has its ground in the will of the creature, and in relation to 
this we can speak only of the divine foreknowledge. But 
should any be now dis]>osed to find an arbitrary will standing 
in contradiction with the idea of a holy God. in the fact, that 
of those who stood in the like condition of alienation from him, 
he rescued some by his grace, and left the others to their 
merited destruction, Prosper answers: Men's minds would 
easily be set at rest, were it but held fast as an incontrovertible 
maxim of faith, that with God there is no place for arbitrary 
will: nothing he does can stand in contradiction with his 
holiness and justice ; and that no salvation is to be found 
without the grace of Christ.^' But as our Theodicee must fail 
to explain many things which take place in the life of nations 
and of individuals, wdiile still w^e are not perplexed or hindered 
in our faith in God's wisdom and holiness ; so here, too, we 
must cling fast to our faith, although it may be impossible for 
us to fathom or comprehend the councils according to which 
God dispenses that grace. W ell for us, could we but acknow- 
ledge the limited nature of our present knowledge of divine 

^ If indeed Prosper had been disposed to proceed consistently after the 
same manner in which lie derived his conception of grace, as opposed to 
the Semi- Pelagian views, from the doctrine of an almighty power of God 
excluding everything of the nature of conditions, and of an absolute 
dependence of the creature, he must have come at last to. consider all the 
ioward operations of God on human nature as absolutely unconditioned 
from the first, and at every point of time, and accordingly also, as wholly 
excluding, even in the case of Adam, the free self-determination of the 
will See the remarkable passage in the carmen de ingratis, v. 370 , 
We ought not to regard God’s agency upon man, says he, as so feeble 
a thing as that of one man upon another, when by his words he seeks to 
produce love or hatred or any other affection in the heart of another, so 
that the speaker is unable really to communicate this affection to the 
other, but it depends on the other to yield himself to this affection or not. 
It is not so with divine grace, which is almighty : this employs all sub- 
ordinate causes only as its instruments, is not dependent on them. 

Ipsa suum eonsximmat opus, cui tempus agendi 

feemper adest, quae gesla veht . non monhus ilH 

Fit mora, non causis anceps susperiditur ullis,— v. 384, 
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things.* Prosper ‘charged his opponents, as they, did him, 
with attempting, in opposition to the apostle Paul, to explore 
the \insearchable judgments of God.t He said, instead of 
searciiing into the deep things of the hidden God, and losing 
ourselves in a labyrinth of unanswerable questions, we ought 
rather to employ our thoughts on the ample range of revealed 
grace; and hold fast to that which the apostle Paul declares : 
God wills that all men should be saved. This will .of God is 
revealed in th. fact of his having provided men with all the 
means of coming to the knowledge of himself, whether it is 
revelation by the gospel, by the law, or by the works of crea- 
tion. But, vedly, by all these means, they cannot be led to 
salvation without the grace wdiich gives them faith. Thus was 
there here already brought to view, the germ of that distinc- 
tion between a wdil of God universally revealed and conditioned, 
and a secret, special, and uncoiiditioned will of God; the 
former being, in fact, taken up and absorbed by the latter. 
All these shifts and turns were not strictly peculiar to Prosper ; 
but we here discern in him only the apt and skilful disciple of 
Augustin —a disciple who well understood how to seize, to com- 
bine, and to distribute the scattered thoughts of his master. 

This tempered exhibition, aiming to avoid the repulsive 
aspects of the Augustinian scheme, which proceeded from Pros- 
per, had manifestly an important influence on the course of 
this controversy. Out of the germs contained in the writings 
of Prosper was fornied a still more refined and happily con- 
ceived exhibition ol this system, executed with great spirit, 
and based upon conciliatory motives. This is set forth in a 
work entitled, The call of all the nations (de vocatione om- 
mum gentium), the author of which is not certainly known. J 
This work evidently proceeded, as the author himself intimates 
in the introduction, from a person who was seeking to bring 

Non ergo mstamus clausis nec apeita procaci 

Urgemus cura, satiss est opera omnipotentis 

Oernere et auclorem cunctorum nosse bonorum.— v. 740 et s. 

f Reponsio ad capitula Gallorum. c. viii. Profitentur sibi scruta- 
bilia judicia Dei et vestigabiles vias ejus. 

% The wmparison of this remarkable work with the writings of Prosper 
shows, without doubt, a great agreement between the former and the 
latter in fundamental ideas; and many single thoughts also occur with 
the same application in the two kinds of writing. But the author seems 
to be a person who had not previously taken part in these disputes, but 
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about a reconciliation between the two parties so fiercely op- 
posed to each other, and that certainly vvith a decided lean- 
ing to tlie Aiigustinian system of doctrine, for the fundamental 
idejas of‘ which he laboured to procure a more general admis- 
sion, by exhibiting them in a dress and in a combination pecu- 
liar to himself ; taking pains to divest tiiem of everything 
which exposed them to the censures of tlie Semi- Pelagians, 
and which served to give those censures a more plausible 
appearance. That he might more easily effect his object, to 
act as a mediator, he refrained from all allusion to Augustin, 
though the authority of that father must certainly have stood 
very high with him. In general, he w’^as remarkably distin- 
guished for his predominant dialectic method, which was inde- 
pendent of all church authorities. 

He endeavoured, in the first place, to show that an entire 
hj^rmony subsisted between the doctrines of grace and of 
free will, so that the one could not be maintained without 

who, after they had been going on now for a long time, felt himself 
called upon to make the experiment, whether he could not by a certain 
mode of exhibition provide some way for reconciling the opposite views 
on the disputed doctrines. This does not suit the case of Prosper, who 
from the first had been at the head of one of the two parties.^ Moreover, 
it does not accord with the character of Prosper, as it appears in his 
acknowledged and genuine wTitings, that the author of the work in ques- 
tion refrains from all violent attacks upon his opponents; that he cites 
absolutely no authorities, and passes over Augustin in entire silence. To 
this must l)e added the difference of style. Now, it is true that ancient 
manuscripts ascribe the work to Prosper; but, on the other hand, there 
are still older ones which ascribe it to Ambrose, to whom it could not 
be ascribed without a sorry anachroni'-m. It is accordingly evident 
that the authority of manuscripts cannot pass in this case as historical 
testimony. Owing to its contents, the work excited a great sensation, — 
hence, too, the Roman bishop Gelasius cites it among the books of 
approved orthodoxy. But inasmuch as there was no historical tradition 
respecting the author’s person, Gelasius himself citing it as an anonymous 
work, men were readily disposed to ascribe it to some approved church- 
teacher, and it was at least a more felicitous and well-grounded conjec- 
ture which made Prosper its author. If we follow the internal evidence, 
a certain resemblance of thought and expression gives some colour of 
probability to the conjecture <)f Quesnel, that Leo the Great wrote this 
book while he was a deacon. But in this case the fact that the work 
should still remain anonymous is still more surprising; and it maybe 
asked whether everything is not sufficiently explained, if we suppose that 
the book was written by a theologian, unknown to us, belonging to the 
second half of the fifth century, and who was an earnest student of the 
writings Prosper and of Leo the Great, 
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other. Tjfke away the free will, and no organ \^ould 
be left for the exm‘ession or existence of the true virtues 
Take away grace, and the fountain-head would be want- 
ing, from whence everything truly good must flow. *]:Ie 
next proceeds to distinguisJi three different bents of will, and 
corresponding positions of men. The lowest stage or position 
is that of a will directed solely to tlie things of sense (the 
voluntas sensaalis) ; next follows the will, which rite above 
the things of sense, but is still left to itself, and bent on its 
own ends (voluntas animalis) — the will which has not, as yet, 
been attracted and pervaded by tlie godlike element. The 
more active man’s changeable will, the more easily is it car- 
ried away by evil, so long as it is not governed by the 
unchangeable will of God. The third stage or position is 
that of a will attracted and actuated by the godlike — the will 
which the Spirit of God, with whom the man has come into 
communion, employs as his organ (the voluntas spiritalis). 
By virtue of this, man comes to refer himself, his whole life, 
and everything else, to God alone, and loves in all things only 
the godlike. This will is the incipient germ of all virtue. 
Here all becomes divine and all human ; divine in reference to 
him who Ims bestowed it, human in reference to him who has 
received it.* Grace, whicli bestows tliis divine life on man, 
works upon an 1 within him, not by a compulsory or magical 
influence, but in a way altogether in harmony with the laws of 
his nature. 1 he nature of the human will, as such, has not 
been destroyed by the fall — its form remains the same ; and it 
is simply by appropriating this, that grace works upon him 
and within him. At first, it operates in various ways, to pre- 
pare the will so as to be ready to receive its gifts ;‘t for with- 
out the co-operation of the will there can be no virtue. 

* Omijis actio ad unum refertur, et quod ad unum refertur utriiisque 
est quia iiec a Deo alienari potent quod dedit iiec ab homiue quod accepit. 
A like sentiment is found in the letter to Demetrius (M’liich, too, was 
falsely ascribed to Ambrose, but seems to* have come from the same 
author) : Implet Spiritus Sanctus orgauum suum, et tanquam tila chor- 
d.arum, tangit digitus Dei corda sanctorum. This moral fellowship of 
naan with God is represented, as in the quotation made above from 
Frosper, to be an anticipation of the eternal life on earth : Nec dubie 
ista subjectio jam ex magna parte in illius futurae beatitudinis est con- 
Stituta consortio, ubi Deus erit omnia in omnibus. 

f Ut in eo quern vocat, primum sibi receptricem et famulam dondrum 
suprum prujparet voluntatem. ^ 
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Now this work distinguishes two kinds of grace ; and thfis 
distinction itself belongs to the peculiarity of the method 
whereby the author seeks to banish the appearance of particu-- 
iarj^ from the system of Augustin ; although the peculiarity 
in this c^e consists merely in the form of expression and the 
more complete exposition, — the principal thoughts having- 
been pi’esented already by Prosper. He institutes a distinc- 
tion, 4o wit, between general grace* * * § and special grace.| By 
the first, God leads all men to the knowledge of himself; and 
thereby he reveaLs his will, that all men should come to the 
knowledge of tlie truth and be saved. This general grace 
consists in the revelation which God has made of himself to 
the rational spirit by tiie works of creation.^ But the sense 
and import of this outward revelation of God could still be 
only uiuhwstood by man by virtue of the inner revelation of 
God in the human heart, only through the consciousness of 
God in the mind itself. Thus it came about that the greatest 
portion of mankind neither understood nor followed this law 
of God ; and by fhese visible testimonies also we must learn, 
that the letter killeth, and that the spirit only maketh alive. 
The author recognizes, then, a universal inward revelation of 
God the original source of all religion ; but inasmuch as 
men, by th^ darkening of their own understandings, became 
estranged again from this heavenly light shining within them, 
this sense of God w as again suppressed or falsified.§ It still 
remains true, that none can attain to salvation otherwise than 
by that special grace (gratia specialis) by which man’s will 

* Gratia generalis, generalia gratiae auxilia. 

f Gratia specialis, dona, auxilia specialia. 

j Impiente omnia Spiritu Dei, in quo vivimus, movemur, et fiumus. 
Per qute humanis cordibus qiiaedam scternse legis tabulae prsebebantur, 
ut in pagiuis elementorum ac voluminibus, temporum, communis et pub- 
lica divinee institutionis doctrina legeretiar. 

§ Quod illuminante Dei gratia invenerant, obcoecante superbia perdi* 
dcrunt. Relapsi a superna luce ad tenebras suas. In the letter to De- 
metrius : In pulchritudinecoeli et terras qucedam sunt paginse, ad omnium 
oculos semper patentes, et auctorem suum nimquam tacentes, quarum 
protestatio doctrinam imitatur magistronini et eloquia scripturarum* 
Sed quid (quid) illud est, quo corporeorum sensuum exteriora pulsantur, 
in agro cordis, cui impenditur ista cultura, nec radicem potest figere, 
nec gcrmen emittere, nisi ille summus et veriis agricola potentiam sui 
operis adhibuerit et ad vitalem profectum quae suiit plautata perdux- 
erit. 
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becomes transformed through faith in Christ into a spiiitual 
will. If we ask why this grace is imparted to some and not 
to osiers among the great mass of mankind, who are alike * 
alienated from feod, and how this is to be reconciled with 
God’s revealed will that all should be saved, we can obtain 
no other answer than that here, as in innumerable other cases, 
we perceive the fact, without being able to explore the cause ; 
tliat, as in imiamerable other tilings, knowledge lingers behind 
faith; that our knowledge is but in part. We must stand 
fast by the faith, that God everywhere acts according to his 
own infinite justice and wisdom ; although the question how 
may be wholly beyond the reach of our penetration. In this 
very thing it behooves us to show the strength of our faith in 
God’s justice and wisdom, that by these difficulties, which 
admit of no solution in our present eartlily life, we still do not 
suffer ourselves to be perplexed or disturbed.* When we are 
|So disposed as neitlier to deny the things wdiicli are revealed 
!nor to explore those that are hidden, we find ourselves in the 
right relation to truth. 

While, as we have described, the prudent defenders of Au- 
gustin’s scheme were particularly interested in carefully guard- 
ing against*all those conclusions calculated to revolt the reli- 
gious and moral feelings common to all men, and so easily 
capable of being shown to be practically mischievous, which 
had been charged upon the system by its enemies ; so it was 
natural, on the other hand, that the opponents would be very 
unwilling to be deprived of an advantage which, on account of 
the impression it produced on most minds, was so important to 
them, and, in spite of all these logical distinctions which had 
been brought to bear against them, would still believe them- 
selves obliged not to give up the defence and justification of 
these conclusions. When we learn, then, that waiters of a de- 
cidedly Semi^Pelagian stamp, living in Gaul in the last half 
of the fifth century, f represent those very tenets which were 

Latet discretionis ratio ; sed non latet ipsa discretio. Non intelli- 
girnus judicantem ; sed videmus operantem. Quid calumniamur justitiae 
oceoltse, qni gratias debemus njisericordise manifest? — Quanto hoc 
ipsum difiBcifiore iiitellectu capitur, tanto fide laudabiliore creditor. 

f As for example, the younger Arnobius, presently to l>e mentioned, 
author of the Prsedestinatus, Commentar. in Psalm cxlvi. f. 327, 
bibliotheca patrum Lugdun. T. Vlll. Nota tibi, Prsedestinate, quod 
ioquor— and Faustus Khegiensis. 
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repudiated by the above-named defenders of Augustin’s scheoie, 
and called unfair inferences from their doctrine, as the tenets 
of a newly -risen sect, styled P redestmatiaus (Praedestinati or 
Pr^destinatiaiii), we might be easily led to conjecture that the 
Predestihatians, so called, were none other than the defenders 
of Augustin’s doctrine of predestination ; that their opponents 
in this period, as in earlier times, took the liberty of charging 
them with their own inferences from the doctrine they taught, 
as this doctrine itself ; and that they invented a distinctive sec- 
tarian name for the defenders of such a iloctrine, in order that 
they might stigmatize it as heretical, without seeming to inter- 
fere with the universally acknowledged authority of Augustin, 
and thus also convert the detested doctrine of predestination 
itself into a heresy. This conjecture would seem to be con- 
firmed by our observing that those persons who speak of a 
heresy of the Predestinatians, in no way distinguish the doc- 
trine of predestination, apprehended according to its original 
sense, from such extravagant inferences derived from it ; but 
ever speak of the doctrine of absolute predestination, in itself 
considered, only as a doctrine apprehended in that form in 
which it appears to them as a Predestinatiari heresy.* But the 
mere possibility of such an explanation would still pot warrant 
us in the conclusion that the fact was actually so. It would 
certainly not be unnatural to conceive, that all the advocates 
of the doctrine of absolute predestination would not conduct 
with the pr^idence and c:mtion of an Augustin, a Prosper, and 
the author of the book De vocatioiie gentium. A doctrine like 
this might, in its further spread, easily gain fanatical adhe- 
rents, who, abandoning themselves to a single one-sided direc- 
tion of religious feeling, would assume an offensive position to 
the harmonious sentiment of religion, as it is grounded in the 
essence of man’s nature, and was brouglit to consciousness by 
Christianity ; and thus suffer themselves to be misled' into the 
error of pusiiing the doctrine of absolute predestination, in 
their own statement of it, to tiiat revolting extreme of harsh- 
ness. Zealots, who were ready to sacrifice to their interests 
for this single Christian dogma the interests of the universal 

’•‘ Thus the two things are put together by Arnohius in 117, f. 
305 : Prsedestuiationem docere et liberum homiiiis arbitrium infring^re, 
libertatem arbitrii ita excludere, ut peccantes existimet Dei abjeetione 
peccare. 
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Christian fait?!, might, especially by their uncom'promjsing 
opposition to Semi-Pelagiaiiism, be driven to this extreme, as 
the like has often happened in other cases. Now an appear- 
ance of the doctrine they so detested in this new form wopld 
be extremely welcome to the Serni- Pelagians, since they could 
take advantage of it for the purpose of representing their own 
inferences from the doctrine as the actual tenets of the })arty 
they contended against, and as their prevailing, generally ac- 
knowledged principles; and their own interest wouhl naturally 
prevent them from making the distinction which justice re- 
quired between the genuine and sjiurious disciples of Augus- 
tin. But, after all, it must still remain doubtful, whether in 
truth there was a sect of Predestinatians in the sense above de- 
scribed, or whether the existence of such a sect was merely an 
invention due to the Semi-Pelagian unfairness of inference. 
The reasons for and against the latter presumption would still 
continue to counterbalance each other, and we should still 
want the documentary evidence necessary to establish the 
existence of such a sect. This evidence, however, lias been 
found, since the publication of a small tract, composed by one 
of these Predestinatians, in which the mode of thinking and 
of expression peculiar to these people is very clearly set forth.* 
In this book, the doctrine of absolute predestination is cer- 
tainly expressed in the sternest asperity, and every possible 
expression purposely sought after wbich can grate on the moral 
feelings. , The work not only departs throughout, iu style of 
representation, from the style and method of Augustin, so dis- 
tinguished for logical skill and a delicate regard to the moral 
feelings ; but also a difterence of iloctrine on one point lies at 
the basis of its wdiole peculiarity of reiiresentation. The prin- 
ciples expressed in it lead to the hypothesis of a divine prede- 
termination, cutting off all free self-determination from the 
creature, and all contingency. But such delicacy of moral 
feeling can hardly be supposed in this writer, as we find in 
Augustin, which wmuld lead him to be inconsistent with him- 
self, and make the will of Adam an exception from that prin- 
ciple.f He knew of no difference betwixt foreknowledge and 

* The second book of the work entitled Pradestinatus, published by 
the Jesuit, Sirmond, 1G43. 

,f Prol)ably here, too, we have a forerunner of the Supralapsarians, 
afterwards so called. 
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predestination. God predestined man to righteousness oi^to 
sin ; since otherwise we must suppose that God, without fore> 
knowledge, created men who could act differently from what 
he pleased. God remains undefeated in liis will, while, on the 
other hand, man is constantly defeated. If, then, you acknow- 
ledge that God cannot be defeated in his counsels, you must 
also acknowledge that men cannot be otlier than that for which 
God has created them. Hence we conclude, that those per- 
sons whom God has once destined to life, even though they are 
neglectful, though they sin, though they will not, shall yet, 
against their will, be conducted to life ; but those whom he 
has predestined to death, although they run, althougli they 
hasten, yet labour in vain. He gives the following illustra- 
tion : Judas heard daily the word of life ; he daily lived in 
the society of our Lord ; he daily heard his admonitions, daily 
witnessed his nii^’acles ; but because ho was predetermined to 
death, he was suddenly overthrown bv a single blow. Saul, 
on the other liand, wJio daily stoned the Christians, and laid 
waste their churches, was suddenly made a vessel of election, 
because he had been predestined to life. 'VYhy fearest thou 
then,” he proceeds, “ thou who continuest in sin ? If God 
vouchsafes it, thou shalt be holy. Or why art thou, who livest 
a holy life, overburtheried with concern, as if thy concern could 
preserve tliee? If God does not will it, thou shalt not fall,” 
Perhaps with reference to the Semi-Pelagian opponents, who 
were so highly res])ected as zealous monks, he sa3^s : “ Wilt 
thou, who art holy, and takest ])aius that thou mayest not fall, 
who busiest thj^self day and night with prayer, fasting, read- 
ing of the scriptures, and all manner of holy discipline, wilt 
thou be saved by these efforts of thine ? Wilt thou be holier 
than Judas ? Cease, O man ! cease, I say, to be careful for 
thy virtue, and securely confide on the will of God.” With 
a view to extol predestination and the arbitrariness of grace, 
he depreciates the work of redemption. Human nature was 
so entirely corrupted by the fall of Adam, that it obtained a 
restoration by Christ, not in jeality, but merely in hope., 

The writer who lias been the means of transmitting to us 
this remarkable book, together with a preliminary brief de- 
scription of the most important older heresies,* and a refuta- 


♦ Among these are to he found, indeed, some Pelagians j but the 
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tk)n of the book in (question, was evidently a Semi-Pelagian ; 

and expresses with *great freedom and bohlness his own doc- 
trinal views, which differ entirely from these of Augustin. He 
holds to a prevenient grace only in so far as is meant by it, .the 
grace— preceding all merit on man’s part — manifested in re- 
demption, without u'hich no man could obtain salvation.^ The 
grace* of God, too, bestows immeasurably more than all that 
we can do, to make ourselves befitting subjects of it*, but still 
it depends on t!ie will of the individual whether he receives it 
or not. It is the same as when one distributes alms, and is 
willing to bestow tiiem on all, if tliey will but stretch forth 
their hands to take what is ottered. Would a poor man, then, 
who has run forward, taken the alms, and thereby become rich, 
be able to say : I have become rich by my own labour, because 
I willed and ran? !No. He would be obliged to say: I have 
received nothing on the score of tlie desert of my willing or 
running ; but I am indebted for all solely to the grace of him 
who bestowed his gifts on me. In this sense are to be under- 
stood the words of the apostle Paul, in Pomans ix. 16. In 
opposition to tliose Predestiiiatians who had adduced the con- 
version of Paul as an example of grace operating in a sudden 
and irresistible maimer, lie endeavours to show, tliat for this 
operation of grace the wa}" had been preparc'd, and tlie neces- 
sary conditions provided, in the antecedent bent of the will of 
Paul ; for, although fie persecuted the Christians, yet that 
which impelled him to do so was a burning zeal — tliough a 
zeal misguided by want of correct knowledge — for the cause 
of God, 1 Tim. i. 13, not, as the Predestinatians supposed, a 
spirit of Cain, but a spirit of Elijah, which already contained 
the germ of the apostolic spirit. f 

According toihe testimony of this Semi-Pelagian, the Pre- 
destinatian tract above mentioned was forged under the name 
of Augustin, and had been already condemned by the sentence 
of the Homan bishop Coelestin. The adherents of the Pre- 
destinatian doctrine, who are represented as being extremely 
few in number, are said to have circulated this tract stealthily, 

Semi-Pelagians^ to 'whom the author himself belonged, are of course 
wanting. The Prsedestinatians constitute the ninetieth and last heresy. 

* Quin non haberet homo hoc ipsum xelle, nisi unigenitus nobis de 
ceelo veniens, omnibus officinam sum gratim i-eserasset. 
f Jam meritis apostolicis plenus, 'vas electioias erat. 
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as containing- a doctrine which all wcire not able to coFi- 
prehend, and by means of it to have opened the way for their 
opinions, particularly among women. « ' 

We must admit the traii'^mission of this Predestinatian tract 
by a Sefui- Pelagian writer miglit once more excite our sus- 
picions of its genuineness, and lead us to surmise that the 
Semi-Pelagian had himself composed the work which he 
refuted, ibr the imrpose of confirming the report of the Pre- 
destiriatian heresy, and of placing tliat heresy in the most 
hateful lig'ht. P>ut the trutli is, that not only the marks of a 
well-defined, living, and personal character are too plain in this 
work to admit of any su(!h supposition, but also many pavssages 
occur in it which a Semi-Pelagian, who was aiming to exhibit 
the doctrine of absolute predestination in a hateful light, 
would certairdy have ex))ress('d otherwise.*' Still, the work is 
not of that- stamp which \A ()uld h ad ns to suppose that the 
author meant to have it considered as a production of Augus- 
'tin, and this circumstance again is another mark in favour of 
its genuineness: it is a proof that tlie Semi-Pelagian ascribed 
to the work in which he had no Jiand himself, a design not 
really intended by tln^ author of it. Furthermore, the advocate 
of the doctrine of absolute prcHlestination was under no neces- 
sity of forging writings uiid(;r Augustin’s name for the purpose 
of supporting that tenet, since he could find arguments enough 
ill Augustin’s genuine ])rodiicti()ns. The Semi-Pelagian in- 
terest was opposed tu the aeknowiedgmciit of this ; it was far 
more inviting to represimt the matter as if it was first necessary 
to forge a tract unde r the name of Augustin, in order to gain 
the advantage of possessing in liirn a direct witness in favour 
of that doctrine. 

* The places where predestination is derived ft-om foreknowledge. 

f Between the doctrine on the^^e points which is to be found in the 
commentary of the younger Arnobius, an ecclesiastic who came probably 
from a cloister of the Semi-Pelagians in Southern France, and the 
doctrine of the Serni - Pelagian just mentioned, we may certainly 
discern a very striking agreement. Arnobiu% too, represents the grace 
of redemption generally as being the gratia prmveniens, the gratia Dei 
generalis, antecedens omnium hominum bonam voluntatem. In Ps. 
cxlvii., f 327. Moreover, he exhibits the doctrine of absolute predesti- 
nation only in the form of Predestiuatianism, and calls the defenders of 
it heretics. In Ps. Ixxvii , f. 280. The commentaries on Ps. cxvii., 
Ps. cxlvii., and Ps. exxvi., compared with the second and third books 
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.Among the. distirigiujshed men of the Semi-Pctagiah jjarty 
in the second half qJP'the fifth century belonged Fausfus, who 
had •been educated as. a monk in the cloister of Lerins, and 
who, in the year 454, became bishop of Rhegium (Reji, liiez)* 
in Provence ; a man who, by his practical Ciiristfan spirit 
and his active and devoted zeal, was the means of great good 
in that whole region, during a period so sigiialTy disastrous 
to those districts on account of the devastating inroads of 
wandering tribes. He was drawn into a dispute with a certain 
presbyter Lucidus, who was reckoned among the party of the 
Predestinatians, and had exhibited the doctrine of absolute 
predestination in the most imcompromisiiig language.t In 
vain had Fanstus attempted by oral argumentations to induce 
him to recant the errors laid to his charge. At length, how- 
ever, he was pnwailed upon by the authority of a council held 
at Arles, in 475, to lay down the required confession in 
negative and positive propositions. J 

of the Predestinatns, prove also that Aroobius had this^vork before him, 
but the reasons are less for considering him’ to have been its author. 

* This Faustiis deserves notice also on account of his dispute concern- 
ing the corporeality of the soul. He affirmed, as others before him had 
already done, e. <j. Hilary of Poictiers on Matlh. v. 8, and even Didy- 
mus ill his frork' de Trinitatc, 1. II. c. 4; u.yyiX}^oi <7rn6/jt.a.rot, xet^o 

yifACts cto'C’jfjjaToiy ^’m/xocto, i'Pi'ov^u.vtix. lua to tov u-XTiffTet) 

that God alone is a pure spirit; in'^the essential nature of 
finitude is grou: led limitation as by time (a beginning of existence), so 
also by space; and hence all creatures are corporeal beings, the higher 
spirits as well as souls. He was led by his controversies w ith the Arians 
of the German tribes, w'ho were then spreading themselves in these 
countries, to unfold these views still farther : for he supposed he could 
demonstrate that if equality of ess.ence with the Father was not ascribed 
to the Logos, it would be necessary to regard him as a corporeal being. 
He found an opponent w ho surpassed him in philosophical spirit, in the 
presbyter Claudianus Mamertiis of Vienna, a man on whom the specula- 
tive spirit of Augustin had exerted a great influence. He wrote against 
Faustus his work de statu animae. Here, too, we may perceive indica- 
tions of the kindred bent of mind among the Semi-Pelagians, and of the 
opposition of their way of thinking to that of Augustin. So, too, the 
Semi-Pelagian Arnobius (Commentar. in Ps. Ixxvii.) couples together 
the attributes ; Solus Deus immensus est et'iiicorporeus. 

t Faustus says expressly that the council of Arles was called together 
for the purpose of condemning the false doctrine of absolute predestina- 
tion. In the letter to tlie bishop lycontius of Arles, he says: In condem- 
nando praedestinationis errore. 

X Among the last occurs also the following: Profiteor etiam acternoe 
ignes et infernales flammas factis capitalibus prseparatos, quia perseve- 
VOX-. IV. 2 D 
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CQinmiJisioried by this council and another held in the saine 
year at Lyons, Faustus now endeavoured to expound the 
correct system of doctrine on the disputed points, in his 'work 
Dq gratia Dei et huinanai mentis libero arbitrio. 

Altho*ugh in this book lie adopted the Semi-Pelagian mode 
of exposition above described with regard to the relation of 
the free-wifi to grace, yet he unfolded this scheme in’a way 
peculiar to himself. If he did not express himself so distinctly 
as to satisfy the acute and clear-headed theologian, yet we see 
represented in him, in a beantiful manner, such a harmonious 
tendency of Christian finding, keeping aloof from all partial 
and exaggerated views, as prevented him from giving undue 
prominence either to the work of redemption, so as to infringe 
on*that of the creation, or to the work of creation, so as to 
infringe on that of the redemption. As the same Being, 
says he, ‘‘is both Creator and Ivodeerner;” so one and the 
same Being is to be adored both in the work of creation and 
of redemption.* Among the attributes which, as expressing 

rantes in finem humanas culpas merito sequitur divina sententia. Now, 
as we may in general infer, from the character of the positive propositions 
which Lucidus was obliged to confess, the character of tiie opposite ones 
which he had taught, or, at least, was accused of having’taught, so we 
may in the same way draw some probable (^uclusion respecting this 
proposition. Either Lucidus may liave said, in order to set distinctly 
forth the unconditioned will of (lod in absolute, predestination, that those 
who died in baptism, and as orthodox members of the Catliolic church, 
though they lived to the very end in wickedness, would still finally 
be made happy ; wliile those, on the contrary, who among heathen 
nations had led lives which seemed to be ever so virtuous, would be 
damned, which indeed was the farthest possible removed from the spirit 
of x\ugusfm ; or he had simply appealed to the fact — as was done 
also by other advocates of the doctrine of absolute predestination in this 
period — that while many who had led a virtuous life till near the close 
of their earthly existence, fell at last, because they lacked the donum 
perse verauti 30, into some grievous sin, died with it cleaving to them, and 
hence were lost; while others on the contrary, after a vicious life to the 
end, still repented on the death-bed, and hence attained to blessedness, 
as belonging to the number of the elect. The practical Christian zeal of 
Faustus would necessarily move him to take a position directly opposed 
to such tenets, as, in fact, he was moved thereby to controvert the efficacy 
of a death-bed repentance in his letter to Beriedictus Paulinus. 

* II. c. 8. Quum vero ipse sit conditor, qui reparator, unus idemque 
In utrinsque operis prseconio celebratur. Jure itaque utri usque rei munns 
assero, quia scio me illi debere, quod natus sum, cui debeo quod renatos 
sum. 
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♦he image of 'God, <|ould not be destroyed in hiUnan natnre, 
he reckons *pre-eniiiAeritly the free-will. P>ut even before the 
fair, tiie free-will was insuHicient withrmt the aid of grace, 
and still less can it at present, since sin has entered, suffice 
by its own strength for tlie attainment of salvation. It has 
now lost its original power, yet it is not, in itself, destroyed; 
it is ‘not altogether shut out from the divine gifts, but only it 
must si ive once more to obtain them by intense <c^fforts and 
the divine assistance. Like tiie author of the work De voca- 
tione gentium, lie makes a distinction between general grace 
(gratia geiieralis), a term by which he designates the religioso- 
moral capability which God has furnished to man’s nature, 
and whicii, too, has not been wholly supplanted by sin, as 
well as the universal inward revelation of God by means of 
this universal religioso-moral ^en^e, between general grace so 
understood, and special grace, by which he means all that 
was first bestowed on mankind through Christianity. But the 
relation of these two kinds of grace to eacJi other is defined by 
him quite otlicrwise than it is in the work above mejitioned. 
Although, as a general thing, the grace of redemption, and 
in many cases, also, the calling is antecedent to all liumari 
merit, stiy the operation of tliat special grace in man is de- 
pendent on the manner in ^\hich he lias used that general 
grace; and in many cases the striving and seeking of the 
man whicli proceeds from the former, the self-active bent of 
the free-will, is antecedent to that which is imparted to tlie 
man by this special grace ; a thing which Laiistus endeavours 
to show by examples similar to tliose which the Semi-Pela- 
gians had been accustomed to adducesiiice the time of Cu'-sian.^ 
He denominates the imperishable germ of good in human 
nature, a spark of fire implanted within by the divine hand, 
which, cherLlied by man, with the assistance of divine grace, 
would* become operative.! He recognizes, therefore, a pre- 
paratory development of the religious and moial nature even 
amotjgfhe heathen, and controverts those who were unwilling 
to allow, that by a faithful use of that general grace, the 

* Quod aliquoties in dispositionibus nostris, non quidem in vitse nostras 
primordiis, sed duntaxat in inediis, gratias specialos et ex accedenti 
larg'tUf vmieutes voluntas nostra, Deo ita ordinante, pracedat. 

f Hoc in liomine i^niis interior a Deo insitus et ab liomiiie cum Dei 
gratia nutritus operatur. 

2 p 2 
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heatlifn might have attained to the tnie service of God. 
From this it might also be inferred, fhat Faustus was an 
opponent of the doctrine which taught that all the heathen 
woi|ld be unconditionally condemned ; and that it was his 
opinion that the worthy among them would still be led, after 
the present life, to faith in the Saviour, and thereby to sal- 
vation ; but on these points he does not express himselfmore 
distinctly.* 

There is much good sense in the remarks of Faustus, where 
he compares tlie two extremes in the mode of apprehending the 
relation of grace to free-will with the tw'o extremes in the mode 
of apprehending the doctrine concerning the person of Christ. 
As in the doctrine concerning Christ’s person some gave undue 
prominence to the divine, others to the human, element ; and, 
as the result of so doing, were led into errors whicli, on oppo- 
site sides, injured llie doctrine of redemption, so, he says, it was 
also wdth the doctrine concerning human nature. 

The moderate I'^austus w^as, moreover, unwilling to be 
regarded as the antagonist of Augustin. Ileiiimself cites from 
the latter a remark, mentioning him with respect, although 
not with those enthusiastic expressions of reverencci wliich clia- 
racterize the adliereuts of the rigid Augustinian scheme.* A 
contemporary of Faustus, who entertained the same views with 
himself, ventured to speak much more sharply of Augustin. 
The presbyter Gennadiiis of Marseilles, a very moderate Semi- 
Pelagian, f had the boldness, in his collection of brief notices 
respecting the cliureh-teacliers, to say of Augustin that by 
writing so much he had fallen into several errors of doctrine, 
and hence, also, had given occasion to the exaggerated state- 
ments of the doctrine of absolute predestination. i 


* He merely says of him (ii. 7) : Beatissimus pontifex Augustinus 
doctissimo sermone prosequitur. 

f He acknowledges a prevenient grace, which calls men to salvation ; 
but he attributes to the free-will the capacity of choosing by itself the 
good, or of following the call of grace. Manet ad quairentlam salutem 
arbitrii Hbertas, sed admoiiente prius Deo et invitante ad salutem, ut vel 
eligat vel sequatur. De ecelesiasticis dogmatibus, c. 21. 

'I De viris illustribus, c. :3S. Multa loquenti accidit, quod dixit per 
Salomonem Spiritus Sanctus : In multiloquio non effugies peccatum, 
Prov. X. 19. And when he speaks afterwards of an error illius sermone 
multo contractus, he evidently means the doctrine of predestination, 
though it cannot be certainly determined, whether by the words lucta 
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• Yet from this sam^ cloister of Lerins went forth also church- 
teachers who cii<i notVemain true to tlie Semi-Pelagian tendency 
which there prevailed, but were hnl along by the study of Au- 
gustin, and by the development of their own inward life, to 
moderate views of Augustin’s scheme of doctrine respecting 
grace, similar to those which are expressed in the book De 
vocatione gentium. At the head of this party stood an indi- 
vidual, /hose unwearied, active, and pious zeal, reat^ for every 
sacrifice in the spirit of love, and his great and successful 
labours in a period and under circumstance's of universal deso- 
lation, had gained for iiim deserved respect, the bishop Caesa- 
rius of Arles, ^ who had been drawn to embrace this doctrine 
simply by that tendency of Christian feeling which led him to 
refer everything to God, and to acknowledge his kindness in 
every blessing ; and since in holding fast only to this interest 
of practical Christianity, he carefully avoided all the excesses 
which might do violence to any Christian feeling, he could 
hardly fail, by this means, of contributing the more towards 
opening the way for tiie admission of this scheme of doctrine. 
Besides this, distinguished bishops and clergymen from the 
church of North Africa, on whose theological culture the spirit 
of Augu^in had exerted an important influence, warm and 
zealous adherents of his peculiar scheme of faith, had been 
driven by th(‘ persecution of the Yandals to take refuge in Sar- 

hostium. exaggeratus, he means to say that he fell into this mistake by 
exaggeration in controversy, or that this error war afterwards carried to 
an extreme by the enemies of Augustin, as he would consider the Pre- 
destinatians to be. Still more obscure are the remarks of Gennadius 
which follow. 

* He became in the year ,001 bishop of Arles, died in 542, at the age 
of 73. As a bishop he was distinguished for his zeal in the business of 
religious instruction, and that of such a sort as had for its end the ad- 
vancement of a vital, practical Christianity. These traits of his charac- 
ter we learn from his sermons, which are to be found partly in the fifth 
volume of the Benedictine edition of Augustin, partly in the collections 
of the church fathers, and in part have been published by Baluz. A 
complete collection, critically compiled, of these sermons, conveying so 
much important information respecting the character of Cocsarius and 
his times — a fact to which the authors of the hist. lit. de la France refer 
— still remains a desideratum. He is to be ranked along with those 
other men who knew how to assuage by the glowing zeal of Christian 
charity, and whatever that can do, even the physical distress of those 
times of desolation. See his biography by a disciple, at the 27th of Au- 
gust in the Actis Sanctorum. 
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diiiia and Corsica. Among these the most eminent was Ful- 
gentius, bishop of Ruspe in Numidia, who took up his abodpin 
Sardinia. These persons also contributed, by the weight of 
theip authprity, to bring about at last a decision of the contro- 
versy between the Senii-Felagiaii and the Aiigustinian parties. 
But the impulse, whereby this whole matter Avas set in agitation 
anew, proceeded from two other quarters. 

The worV of Faustus of Rhegium had found its way among 
the foreign clergy residing at Constantinople, where it created 
a lively sensation— some condemning, others defending it. 
Certain monks from the districts bordering on the Black Sea 
(Scythian monks, as they were called), who sought to establish 
their authority everywhere as zealous champions of orthodoxy, 
fiercely assailed this work also. This was under the reign of 
the emperor Justin, in 520; and at that time Justinian and 
Vitalian, men who stood at the head of civil afiairs, took a 
lively part in this, as in all other doctrinal disputes. They in- 
duced the North- African bishop Possessor, who resided at 
Constantinople, to propose tlie matter in the form of a question 
to the Roman bisho}) Ilormisdas. The latter replied to the 
question with a freedom of s])irit and moderation, the more 
remarkable as coming from a bishop of Rome ; wdiether the fact 
was that these qualities, which did not so eminently characterize 
him in other relations, were the cause of his coinluct, or that he 
acted according to the policy of Roman bishops^ who were 
never willing to offend any important tioctrinal party. This 
author, he declared, did not belong to the class whom men re- 
garded as fathers of the faith.* But men should treat him as 
they should every other ecclesiastical wTiter ; that is, adopt 
whatever he taught which agreed w ith pure doctrine, and reject 
whatever was at variance with it. There was but one founda- 
tion on which every solid structure should be erected ; each 
must take heed for himself, and see whether he built upon this 
foundation what was valuable or worthless. Nor w'as it a 
censurable thing to peruse writings in which errors were to be 
found. All that deserved rebuke was when men sought to 
propagate those errors. On the contrary, it was a laudable 
diligence when men searched through many writings, and, 
following the maxim of Paul, examined all things, and held 
fast that which is good. Oftentimes it was necessary, in order 
* Quos in auctoritate patrum recipit examen catholicm fidei. 
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to ^obtain inforrpaticTa ,\vith regard to that by ^.vliich opponents* 
might be refuted.* ]for the rest, he went on to say that various 
writings of Augustin, and especially his tracts adciressed to 
Hilary and Prosper, were regarded as models of orthodoxy in 
respect to the doctrines of grace and of free-will, and4eclared 
himself ready to transmit to Constantinople specific articles on 
these points, which represented the doctrine of the Roman church, 
and whicli were to be found in the church archives. f Those 
monks, however, were by no means satisfiecl with this declara- 
tion of the Roman bishop ; it seemed to them a self-contradic- 
tion to make Augustin’s writings a rule of the pure doctrine 
concerning grace, and yet not condemn tlie work of Faustus, 
which was opposed to them. They had the boldness to write 
with great warmth against tlie decretals of the Roman bishop, 
)iot being able to persuade tliemselves, as tliey pretended, that 
they really proceeded from him. 

They sent the work of Faustus to tliose bishops who had 
been driven from Nortli Africa, at whose head stood Fulgentius, 
bishop of Riispe, and asked them to signify their agreement 
witli the doctrines expounded by themselves, relative to this 
and to another subject. Fulgentius v’as thus led to write 
several works in refutation of StMui-Felagiaiiism, and in defence 
of the system of Augustin, in which he explained and unfolded 
the latter with logical consistency. Moreover, in doing this 
he carefully avoided the har>h points of the ])redestiiiation view 
of tiie matter. He severely censured those wlio talked of a 
predestination to sin. He si)oke, indeed, of a two-fold predes- 
tination (praxlestinatio diiplex) ; but by this he understood 
either the election to eternal liappiness of those who were good 
by the grace of God, or the predestination of those who were 
sinners by their own choice to deserved punishment. 

In the south of France, also, this subject was agitated anew ; 
and a synod Jield at Orange (Araiisio), in 529, confirmed a 
.-cheme of doctrine drawn up by the l)ishop Cffisarius of Arles, 

* Nec improbatur diligentia per multa discurrens ; sed animus a veri- 
tate declinans. Saepe de bis necessaria providetiir, de quibus ipsi mmuli 
convincantur, instructio, nec vitio dari potest no^se quodfugias; atque 
ideo non legentes iucougnia in ciilpam veniunt ; sed sequeutes. Quod 
si ita non esset, nunquaiii doctor ille gentium acquieviss#t nuntiare fide- 
libus*. Omnia probate, quod bon um est, tenete. 

f In scriniis ecclesiasticis expressa Capitula. Pf'i’liaps those capitula 
joined with the decretals of Cmlestin. 
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'by \vh6m the doctrine of grace was expounded in opposition «to 
Semi-Pelagianism as \^^ell as to Pelagianism ; arid hence also 
the doctrine of prevenient grace, as the cause of even the'^r6’t 
motions of all goodness, in the strict sense of Augustin. No 
man, it was asserted, "among other things, has anything which 
can strictly be called his own, but falsehood and sin. But 
whatever of trutii or goodness man possesses flows from that 
fountain,* after which we must thirst in this wilderness, that, 
quickened and revived by some drops from it, we may not faint 
by the way. In the spirit of the genuine Augustinian doctrine, 
it was affirmed that man could not have preserved himself, even 
in his original condition, without God’s assistance. Conformably 
to the mild, pious spirit of CaBsarius, this council declared 
strongly against the Predestinatian extravagances, in such 
expressions as the following ; — “ That God’s power has predes- 
tinated certain individuals to sin we not only do not believe, 
but if there are any who are inclined to believe a doctrine 
so monstrous, we condemn them with the utmost abhorrence.” 
A following council confirmed these decrees ; and also the 
Roman bishop, Boniface II., gave them his approbation, and 
in the letter relating to them, he himself declared that those 
were off-shoots of Pelagianism who refused to acjknowledge 
prevenient grace to be the cause of faith, but considered that 
to be a work of the corrupted nature, which, however, could 
only be a work of Christ.* 

Thus had the Augustinian scheme of doctrine concerning 
grace as the operating cause of all goodness obtained the vic- 
‘tory on this side also, over Semi-Pelagianism. But still, the 
predominant practical Christian tendency of those from whom 
this victory proceeded in Southern France, was the cause that 
among these articles notliing was established on tiie doctrines 
of absolute predestination and irresistible grace ; while also at 
Rome there would perhaps be an aversion to express proposi- 
tions which were abhorrent to the Chrisiian feelings of so 
many. This latter result of tlie controversies was important 
in its influence on the succeeding times ; for thus it could hap- 
pen, that many, although they received the prevailing scheme 
of grace, ye| on account of the practical objections in their 

Ut ad Christum non credant Dei beneficio, sed naturm veniri, et ip- 
gius naturfe bonum, quexi Ada; peccato noscitur depravatum, auctorem 
liostrte fidei 'dicant magis esse quam Christum. 
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otvn religious and m6ral feelings, avoided (*xpressing tlie doc- 
trine of absolute jirftdestination, which had not been in so many 
worcls established by any public determinations of doctrine. 

On the development of docti ine in the Oriental church, these 
controversies peculiar to the West liad but little influence, and 
they excited but little interest, except wliere more importance 
came‘ to be attached to them on account of their connection 
with other disputes, as in the case of the proceedings with 
Nestorius. Theodore of Mopsnestia alone seems to have 
taken a lively interest in these controversies, and his partici- 
pation in them can be rightly understood and judged only 
when considered with reference to Ins peculiar views of human 
nature, which were closely connected with his whole system of 
doctrine. And here wc have to lament that no information, 
except of the most vague and indefinite character, has. reached 
us respecting his outward relations witli regard to the matter 
in question. 

Julian of Eelanum refers in ids writings * to Ids agreement 
with Theodore. He took pains to visit him, in hopes of being 
able to unite with him in a system of faith. Theodore himself 
wrot5 a work, which was manifestly directed against tlie advo- 
cates of Augustin’s. system — against those wlio affirmed that 
men sinned from nature and not with design.” | d'his work, 
as it should seem, was pointed especially against Jerome, whom 
Theodore represents as the author of that whole new, blasphe- 
mous system, according to wldcli, things were asserted of the 
divine Being which could not .possibly be conceived to be so, 
even in men of ordinary intelligence and uprightness. Jerome, 
who resided at Bethlehem,' might be far better known by him 
than Augustin, who lived at sogreut a distance ; and hence he 
ascribes the spread of all these doctrines to the influence of 
Jerome on the Western church. J ^ 


* Marius Mercator, in his tract on the symbolum Theodori Mopsues- 
teni, says, in the prefatory letter addressed toi the reader-, that Julian in 
his writings bestows unbounded praise on Theodore. He may have done 
this in writings that are lost ; but it may also be an exaggeration. In 
what still remains to us of the writings of Julian, there is but one passage 
to be found (in Augustin, opus imperfect. 1. III. c. iii.) where be names 
Theodore along with Chrysostom and Basil as witnesses of the truth, 
f Tl^Oi rovs Xiyovrecs (f/vffit xas cv •x-TO.ktv thus PhOt. 


cod. 177. 

I Marius Mercator (opp. ed. Gamier, f. 97) says, 


that Theodore’s 
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Yet *if We follow the account of Marius Mercator, Thec^ 
(lore, at some later period, must have alteixid his views on these 
disputed questions; for it is said that he was member of* the 
synyd held in Cilicia, at wliich the sentence of condemnation 

work was aimed against Augustin, and a good deal which Theodore 
said against his opponents, according to the citations of Mercator in his 
second excerpt, f. 103, maj^ beyond question apply very propeHy to 
Augustin: Qiiippe qui in divinis scripturis neqiiaqnam fuerit exercitatus, 
nec ah infantia juxta b. Pauli voccm sacras didicerit literas — which 
seems not to a]>ply so well to Jerome, who at so early an age had already 
engaged in biblical studies. Sed sive de scriptura3 sensibus, sive de dog-, 
mate saepe declanmns, multa frequenter inepta de ipsis scripturis dog- 
matibusque plurirnis imprudenter deproinpsit ; nam potentise motus 
nullum contra sinebat elfari ; sed tanlummodo taciti, qui divinarum 
scripturarum habebant notitiam, detraliebant. Then concerning the 
present disputed point: Novissime vero in hanc dogmatis excidit no- 
vitatem ca't. But, still, it may be certainly gathered from the notice of 
the contents of the work in Photius, cod. 177, that the book was aimed 
against Jerome, whom he calls Aram. In this book he very un- 
justly objects to Jerome the fifth gospel invented by him (the gospel of 
the Nazarenes, which he translated) ; his contempt of the ancient Greek 
translators of the Old J'estainent, and Ids o^^n new translation, under- 
taken without any knowledge of the sense of the Old Testament, under 
the influence of earthly-minded Jews. It is possible, indeed, to reooncile 
the discrepancy between Marius Mercator and Photius, by supposing 
the work was aimed at one and the same time against Aftgustin and 
against Jerome. But, according to Photius, Theodore represented 
Jerome as being the inventor of this blasphemous system ; and he 
traced the spread of it in the Western church solely to the influence of 
the writings of Jerome, winch were there circulated. And'now, on more 
accurate examination, it will be found, that wliat he says, according 
to the report of Mercator, admits vtSfi-y well of being applied to Jerome, 
nay, a good deal, considering the position held by Theodore, admits 
better of being applied to him than to Augustin ; for when Theodore 
speaks of absurd opinions which that individual had taken pains to cir- 
culate, even before this controversy, it may well be doubted, whether he 
could have learned so much in this respect with regard to Augustin. i 
On the olher hand, with regard to Jerome, wlio often, for example, fol- 
lowed the allegorical expositions of Origen, he might very eafly have 
learnt a good deal which Mould appear singular enough to him, judged 
from his own point of view. What he says respecting the despotic 
influence of the person, applies very well to the relation in which 
Jerome stood with those around him. And though Jerome had for 
many years been engaged in biblical studies, yet the Syrian, who was 
born in a country Mhere the bible constituted the foundation of the 
earliest training, might be very likely to make this objection to him, 
especially as he evidently wrote in a violent passion, and even, according 
to the quotiitions of Photius, actually allowed himself in so many unjust 
accusations, grounded in the perversion of facts. 
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on* the doctrine^ of Julian was pronounced after his departuio. 
But y may be asked*\l^hether, and how far, the account which 
comes from so passionate an author, deserves confidence. It 
is very possible indeed that Tiieodore, who in the outset had 
only glanced at the fact that the Pelagian system was opposed 
to that of Augustin, ami in this respect en<^irely agreed with it, 
after having become more accurately acapiainted wirh the sys- 
tem of Juiian, observed many points of ditierence betVeen iiis 
own doctrinal scheme and the Pelagian, as in fact the relation 
of the doctrine of redemption in the two systems constituted 
an essential difference between them ; yet it may still be a 
question whether, considering the very imperfect knowledge 
which Theodore could have had respecting the mode of treat- 
ing doctrinal subjects in t he AV ester n chureli, it was easy for 
him to become clearly aware of tliis diHerence. The allinity 
as well as the disagreement between the doctrines of Pelagius 
and of Theodore will be readily seen from a brief statement of 
the connection of ideas in the Anthro})ology of the latter. 

Theodore ascribed to man the most important })lace in the 
evolution of the universe. He was to be the representative 
and I'evealer of God for the entire s])iritual and sensible crea- 
tion, the oommon bond uniting l)()th worlds ; a theory in 
which Theodore apjtroximated nearly to the doctrines of the 
Gnostics, from which- otlicrwise he was so far removed. After 
having sought, in his exposition of Genesis, to refute tlie dif- 
ferent explanations given of the image of God in man, as par- 
tial and failing to exliaust the whole subject, he approves of 
this one view as embracing the wJiole, namely, that man, as in 
fact the very notion of an image im])lies, was destined to mani- 
fest God, wdio was represented by him as by an image, to the 
entire creation — a pregnant idea, wliich it must be allowed lie 
in part reduced too mucli witliin the province and calculations 
of the understanding, judging by sense; ‘‘ Just as a monarch,” 
said he, “ after having built a great city and embellished it 
with many and various works, when the whole is completed, 
causes a great and magnificent image of himself to be erected 
in the centre of the city, that its builder may thereby be known 
— and as all the inhabitants must honour this image in order 
thereby to express their gratitude to the founder, so the Crea- 
tor, after he had embellished the world with liis manifold 
works, finally produced man as his own image, to bind together 
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all the works of creation by their common reference to maa's 
advantage. The elements, tlie starry host, and the invisible 
powers, Heb. i. 14, work together for the service of man. 
Thus man was to form the common bond of union for the 
whole universe. Both worlds are knit into fellowsliip by the 
union of soul and body.”* Also, in his commentary on the 
epistle to the Romans, recently published, Theodore expresses 
the view : ‘‘ that God formed man with a view of uniting the 
visible with the invisible in one, and made him, as it were, a 
pledge of harmony in the universe. For the visible serves to 
promote his advantage, as we learn from experience itself; but 
the spiritual powers preside over the sensible, guiding them so 
as to promote our advantage.f From the position held by 
man as God’s image in the universe, he explains the different 
relations of the angels to man. In like manner as the servants 
of the king pay all honour and respect to his image, but the 
insurgents endeavour to tear it down, so the angels maintain 
this different bearing towards God’s image in man 4 But, 
although man was furnislied by Gml with all the requisite 
faculties for attaining and accomplishing this high destination, 
as, for example, with reason and free-will ; yet still, he was 
not directly adequate to accomplish it. Pluman nature, fur- 
nished with these faculties, must, in the first place, in order to 
be able rightly to employ them, be interpenetrated by a prin- 
ciple of divine life. As when left to itself it is exposed, since 
it is a finite nature, to fickleness and change, it must first be 
raised above itself by means of communion with God ; its 
spiritual and moral powers must first receive thereby an un- 
changeable direction. And from man this new unchangeable 
direction was to pass over to the whole spiritual creation. 
Theodore supposed generally, as we have already remarked, 
two periods of development in the whole spiritual creation, the 

♦ See J. Philopon. de creatione, vi. 10 and 17, and Theodoret. quaest. 
in Genesin i. 20. It is evident, from comparing the passages, that Theo- 
doret in this place took the greatest part of what he says from Theodore. 

f ^ovXofjtiivei its ev to, <xa,vnrct trvv^<p0atj •ricr«/>j»£ rev wVsreg 

(piXicts Tois 'Txart' fjbfv xuTt^ <rx <pxivofjutyx^ as avrn tw 

xuTo7g m yonroCi (p6<nts to h(itv 
xhrk Kmvffo.i. Spicileg. Rom. T. IV. en Maji, p. 527. 

J Oi fjbsv iifvoodyris oLyyiXXoi Tcf Sea; •Tt^o^vuaas Tm ^mxovtxv, 
trrlXXoyTXt TXyiaovffly <r»jv ^jxtrt^xy ffearvt^ixy^ o ^ix^oXos Ss xx) ol 
•sr^os TVjjV dy^^aiToiv f-TtliovXyjy ^dvTX otoiouo'tv, Philopon* VI. 10. 
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changeable statie of tfie spiritual creation left to itself, and the 
unchangeableiiess of* the spiritual creation interpenetrated by 
a divine piineiplc’ of life-* Hence, at the first stage, the ap- 
pearance of uioral evil (the probation to whicli beings are 
subjected in their mutability), not merely in the human nature, 
but also in the higher worfd of spirits. f It was first through 
Christ' tliat human nature uas to be exalted to that condition 
of imper'.diable, immutable divine life ; — it was firsf through 
him, indeed, that the image of God in human nature was to 
become realized in its fullest extent. The first man, therefore, 
could possess no pre-eminence in this respect. He was by his 
own nature created mortal— as Theodore endeavoured to de- 
monstrate from the essential nature of tlie human organism ; 
but still God threatened the fir^t man with death, and placed 
before bim deatli in connection with sin, because this was a 
wholesome and salutary thing for maids discijiline. The omni- 
scient God would not otherwise have given liim a command 
which he foreknew that lie would not be able to keep. But 
he permitted sin, because lie knew that this would in the end 
redound to man’s salvation. He proceeded with man, like the 
wisest and most affectionate fatlier, according to a deeply laid 
scheme of education, lie would lead him, by himself, to the 
consciousness of his'’ own weakness. He would cause him to 
come, of himself, to perceive that in his then moral state he 
was nnfftted to -sustain an immortal existence, and that this 
would not make him happy. For this reason death was an- 
nounced to man by God as the punishment for his disobedience, 
although God by no means first suspended death over liuman 
nature as the punishment of sin ; but from the beginning had 
created it mortal. Man was in the first jilaee to become ac- 
quainted with virtue, and learn to practise it by self-develop- 
ment in the practical antagonism between good and evil.J 

* Ap. Mariuin Mercatorem Excerpt, f. 100. Quod placuit Deo, 
hoc erat in duos status dividere creaturani ; uiium quicleiii, qui piwsens est, 
in quo mutabilia omnia fecit ; alterum auteni, qui futurus est, cum reno- 
vans omnia ad imniutabilitatem transferet. 

f He referred to versa multoties decern millia dscmonuin, in which 
apocryphal book he may have found this. 

I Vid. Catena Nicephori, I. f. 98. 'Ot/ ‘TaJ S'vyiTM (iiM vov 

c6V‘70 TO Tov apfivog xoij T6U h 'hvvapxjU 

Ttjv xec/ tx ^^6i>Tt}i 'hstxyv/uttjv' uffTZ h •fjt.iv ‘X'/^oc.cri? ytroiptaffivi 

n Ttif ivroAtis %o<rip xat re alrt^oyffm Tpoiyvfiva.'n xet 
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Theodore compares tlie state of the hrst m4n, who mush be 
led, by jiieans of a law ^iveii to him, to distinguish between 
good and evil, with the state of all his posterity, to whom laws 
have been given for the same reason. He compares the sin 
of Adam with the sins committed by his posterity in the trans- 
gression of the law. The example of Adam/’ says he, 
“ serves to make clearly apparent the nature of the law\ He 
might lAve })artaken freely of all the fruits, had there not been 
prescribed to him a law of abstinence ; and it was no sin for 
him to wish to partake of that particular fruit with the rest ; 
but when he received a law bidding him to abstain from eat- 
ing that fruit, the desire of which however was within him, 
and when he was restrained by tlie law, since he held it a sin 
to eat of what was Ibrbidden, — in this, sin found a foot-hold, 
inasmuch as the law restrained from eating, but Adam would 
not look to the reverence due to tlie law, but believed the 
words of the tempter, and surrendered himself wholly to the 
desire of eating. And not only was this occasion of sin to 
him, but w^e also may learn from it, that it does not become us 
to follow tlie enticements of our desires.”^ This passage de- 
serves notice, as clearly showing how Theodore conceived of 
the origin of the first sin wholly after the analogy of every 
other sin taking place under the ordinary conditions of human 
life. It is a cliaracteristic exemplification of that mode of 
apprehension by the understanding after the notices of sense 
and ex}>erieijce, wldcli w^as combined with his systematizing 
spirit. So he says concerning the necessity of the law in the 
present life, by means of which the power of discrimination 
within us is excited and called forth, since we learn w hat we 
have to shim and wliat we have to do, so that e/en the reason 
within us is active “ Without the law, there could be no 
such thing as distinguishing between good and evil ; we should, 
like the irrational brutes, do whatever immediately occurred to 
Death, in the case of all the posterity of Adam, he 


dyuvuv Tviv feet) to Tn$ BvuTOTi^TOf 

* Comment, in ep. ad Roman, p. .516. 

f ^'Oti ava.yx,ix.icj; fciv kcctx tov (otoy votAOiS ^oXiTSuofAt^x" ft'V 

« ^fA{pvros kvcix-iVl7r(x,t ‘Ta/Siwow-svav uv t\ Ktou » ^oiUV 

uitxTi Kcu to koy^xay b fi/Mv ivipyey sTycct, 

L. c p. 517. 
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Inscribes as}, the punishment of each one’s own sin ;* as ia ccni- 
menting on Koni, v*. 18, where he says : Death becomes mas-* 
ter of all w'ho Im e in any way sinned ; for although Adam’.-, sin 
was not the same in kind with the sins of other men, yet. the 
others have rot been exempted from death, but in whatsoever 
way they may have sinned, they have received on this account 
the sentence of death : for death was not threatened as tlie 
penalty of that particular sin, but as the punishintMit for all 
sin.”^' The mortal body under the dominion of sensuous 
wants he regarded as the source of many tenijAations to sin. 
In this serrse he explains the words in Korn. v. 21, thdt sin 
hath reigned unto death. j" Thus he explains the passage in 
Rom. V. 18 : “ As Adam’s sin made the rest of mankind mor- 
tal, and thereby inclined to sin ; so Christ has bestowed on us 
the resurrection, so that we might live in perfect righteousness 
in an immortal nature free from all sin.”| Understanding 
the creation (Krlmc) in Rom. viii. 19, as referring to the 
angels who became estranged from man by sin, and reconciled 
with him again by the redemption, he says : When, by the 
pronunciation of tiie sentence, Adam became mortal, the soul 
became separate from the body, and the union of the creation 
into one whole, which was to be brought about through man, 
was dissolved, § the Iiigher spirits were disturbed, and tliey 
w ere not friendly to us, since we were the guilty cause of so 
gi’eat an evil. But w hen, in tlie process of time, men, con- 
tinually degenerating, drew^ down on themselves the sentence 
of death, II they despaired of us, and conceived a great hatred 
towards us. Hence, moreover, they were unwilling to do 
any more for our help, turning their backs upon us as aliens. 

* Oi/ yap ierSi^h evx, ofjt,o7ov nv to ty,; auuizoTias u^og to ts toZ A^ufjc. zal 
tSv BdvMTcv ysycufaenv izTog ot Xoi^roty o.XX^ dv ti/jodo- 

TPtvGV o<Tjoffdv)’VOTS. Tou S^uv/x-Tov T^'f iPs^avTo prd-vTig' oil yd.^ 

TPider^s dfiOi^Ttag Ttfjt-caoloc. o ^dvooTo; u^t-XTocty dXXd, •ffd.irm ducc^rtag . Ju, C. 

p. 504. 

1* Ms/^ovx TiPi TO ufiaoTavnv poT'/jv idvytrot yiyovoTig Iff^rizaaiv. L. C, 

p. 506. 

I L. c. 

§ *0 /txvj^oivti^ug 'hid TOU prvvPierfjbog tJj; KTiaioog dtiXviro. L. C. 

p. 528. , / , , • • • ^ I 

II ''St<T%ir(ptyyp'^ \avTolg tou S^ayecTov Tm d^rdcpcccnv. This IS intended to 
express the persistency with which they ever continued to make them- 
selves still more worthy of the death which had been once pronounced 
on them. 



416 ANTHROPOLOGY OF THEODORE OF MOPSUESTTA. 

What foolc place after this? The Lord announced to then^, 
that he would work out our restoration, awaken us and make 
us immortal ; so that they need not fear any change and dis- 
solution of the common bond of the creation. Thus they 
were onch more made joyful when they received this promise ; 
when they learned that divine grace would heal the evil 
brought about by our guilt, and abundantly restore to us'what 
we had lost by our own fault ; tliat thoii the common bond of 
the universe woidd never again be dissolved, and the harmony 
of creation would remain indestructible. And in this liope — 
says he — they were ready to do anything for us/** If we 
took all this in an isolated manner, and without reference to 
its connection with the whole system, we should not perceive 
liere that Theodore entertained any peculiar views, differing 
from those which generally prevailed, on tlie connection be- 
tween sin and death. 

From this exposition of the anthropology of Theodore, it is 
plain, that in contending against the vsystein of Augustin, he 
must have coincided in many points with the Pelagians; and 
in general, it may be said that many points of coincidence are 
to be found in their respective doctrines of liiiman nature. 
There were the same views of the original weakness of man’s 
nature, of the consequences of the first sin, of man’s inalien- 
able freedom as op})osed to the doctrine of a constraining 
grace and of predestination. But the great difference between 
the two systems was this — that in the Pelagian, the doctrine 
of a redemption and of a Pedeemer had no foothold whatever ; 
while in Theodore’s system it had a thoroughly essential one, 
and indeed constituted the central point of the system. Hu- 
man nature, nay, the nature of all created spirits is, according 
to this system, so constituted from the beginning, that it could 
no otherwise than by a redemption attain to its final destina- 
tion. Only in the system of Theodore, the Redeemer does 
not, as in that of Augustin, appear pre-eminently as the 
restorer of corrupted nature, but as the author of a new crea- 
tion in the world of men and of spirits, whereby the original 
creation is raised to a higher development, extending beyond 
the limits of the finite nature. Grace appears here, not so 
much to heal and restore nature, as to exalt and to ennoble it. 

* Ka.) fA6v . . a H,a.hXoZ trvvhiiffjtos TaZ Xet^oVt 

fim7 Si fca.) <rn Krl<nt iaurhv h L. c. p. 529. 
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Hence Theoddre could, without any mention of original sm, 
claigi for children also the fellowship of Christ, in order that 
their natures might be brought to share in those blessings 
which can flow only from this fellowship of divine life with 
him. With this idea was intimately connected, indeed, his 
peculiar mode of apprehending the person of Christ, of which 
we have spoken before. Hence, according to his theory, in 
the case of Christ, as in that of all men and of the whole 
creation, that refinement and elevation of nature which was to 
be first fulfilled in Jiim, must be conditioned on the antecedent 
free development of that nature. And in this view of the 
work of redemption j as being pre-eminently a new ennobling 
creation, not a healing of corruption, Theodore may in fact 
have secured a point of union and sympathy generally between 
himself and what belonged peculiarly to the Oriental church 
doctrine, which in his system Avas only more distinctly set 
forth in opposition to other modes of apprehension, and placed 
on a more systematic foundation in connection with his whole 
doctrine of human nature. 

It is at the same time also noticeable, that while Theo- 
dore so zealously contended against the doctrine of a divine 
causality <#f evil, and so strenuously insisted on the doctrine of 
a self-determining freedom as the condition of all development 
in the spiritual world, still his principle led him to regard sin 
as a necessary transition point in the dcA^elopment of the spi- 
ritual world, while an ultimate universal destruction of sin by 
the redemption was at the same time grounded in that system ; 
which last result, as we shall see hereafter, Theodore did in 
fact actually express with clear consciousness. 

From the Antiochian school proceeded Chrysostom ; who 
ditfered, however, from his early friend Theodore, in possess- 
ing a spirit more practical than systematic ; and this difference 
had also an influence especially on his peculiar mode of appre- 
hending the doctrines of which we are here speaking. We 
find in him that form of doctrine which chiefly prevailed in 
the Oriental church, and which sprung up there at the same 
point of time when the Pelagian controversy broke forth in 
the West. But his mild, predominantly practical, and feebly 
systematizing spirit, which was strongly disinclined to all stiff 
and harsh extremes, could also most readily blend with the 
Onental mode of apprehension and genially work upon it* 

voJU.iv, 2 u 
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The whok peculiarity of his character, tiie course of Iiis life 
and training, would of themselves necessarily keep him at a 
distance from the system of Augustin. His Christian life and 
character had not been the result of any such violent crisis as 
we observed in the case of Augustin; but from his early 
youth it had harmoniously developed itself under the influence 
of a profound study of the sacred scriptures, and of pious 
friends and associates surrounding him with a gentle atmos- 
phere of Christian excitement. By a constantly applied and 
earnest self-discipline in zealous efforts to attain to the ideal 
of Christian holiness, as well as by incorporating the holy 
scriptures into his inner life, and learning to understand them 
by means of a rich inward experience, by all this he was pre- 
served from the one-sided viewa of the Pelagian anthro- 
pology. He had come to learn from his own inward experi- 
ence, as well as from a deeper knowledge of scripture, wliat 
the essential nature is of that divine principle of life which 
renovates man’s nature. The study of the ancients, and his 
own free, gentle, and amiable temper, however, had also im- 
pelled him to search after all the scattered rays of relationship 
to God in man’s nature while yet unrcuewed, and to embrace 
them wdth love wdierever they were to be found, i, Charity, 
the predominant element in his heart, caused that he also, in 
contemplating the course of development of human nature 
j&om the beginning, sliould look upon the whole, chiefly from 
that point of view which led him to trace the hand of a pater- 
nal chsciplinary love ; and to this he felt compelled to sub- 
ordinate punitive justice. The sincere and lively feeling of 
the need of redemption, which jwoceeded in his case from the 
depths of the Christian spirit, led him to recognize the import- 
ance of the doctrine concerning grace ; but his strong feeling 
of moral, free, self-determination impelled him, too, to set a 
high value on the free-will of man, as a necessary condition 
of all the operations of gi-ace. A Christian stoicism, pervaded 
and ennobM, however, by the spirit of Christianity, and most 
intimately conjoined with ^Christian humility, animated and 
inspired him. Firm and deeply rooted in him was the con- 
viction, to which he remained true under all trials and sufter- 
ings, and which formed the great motto of his life, that no 
power could injure that man who did not wrong himself, did 
not abandon and betray his own highest interests. 
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• It appeared to the moral zeal of Chrysostom an object of 
the highest importance to deprive man of every ground of 
excuse for failing to put forth nioml efforts. His fields of 
practical labour at Antioch and Constantinople encouraged 
and promuted in him this bent of mind ; for in these great 
cities he found many who, in the weakness of human nature, 
in the power of Satan, or of fate, sought grounds of excuse 
for thcii’ deficiencies in practical Christianity. • 

These motives, from within and from without, had no small 
influence in giving direction to the development of Chrysos- 
tom’s habit of thought, especially on these subjects ; and witli 
his peculiar style of homiletic composition, calculated upon, 
and adapted to, immediate practical needs, his mode of ex- 
hibiting his thoughts and views depended very much on the 
predominant interest which he was pursuing for the moment. 
His essential ideas are as follows : — 

The first man lived like tlie angels, in a state of undis- 
turbed blessedness ; — hence he could the more easily lose 
sight of his dependence on God. God gave him a precept, 
for the purpose of bringing him to a sense of his dependence. 
He fell by his own moral negligence. As he liad rendered 
himself unworthy of the undisturbed enjoyment of happiness, 
he was expelled from paradise, for his own profit, that so he 
might train and discipline himself in conflict. His earlier 
state of communion with God, in a life exempt from pain and 
from care, was a type of the immortality to which he would 
have passed without a struggle. But now his body became 
mortal, and accessible to many temptations to sin.”* In exr 
plaining Romans v. 19, Chrysostom says : “ This passage is 
not to be so understood, as if by the sin of one, all became 
sinners; but that the condition of human nature, wliich to 
the first man was a punishment, was thus transmitted to all 
his posterity. But this change redounds only to man’s profit, 
if he is not wanting as it respects his own will. He derives 
therefrom many calls to despise things perishable, to strive 
after those that are heavenly, — many opi-)ortuiiities for the 
development and exercise of the virtues. The examples of 
the ancient heroes of the faith prove this.” And accordingly 
Chrysostom here takes occasion to express his favourite 
* Antithesis between the and vrahrov, and the 
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maxim*, — if ’we but will^ not only death, but* even Satan-i 
himself shall never harm us.* The sinning of Adam under 
circumstances so well adapted to facilitate the practice of 
goodn^s, ^as contrasted with the good actions of others per- 
formed under hard conflicts, he often brought forward as an 
illustration of the truth so constantly present to his mind, that 
everything depends on man’s will, and except through this, 
nothing fr6m without, whether hurtful or helpful to him, can 
have any influence upon him. 

Chrysostom was deeply penetrated with the feeling of the 
need of redemption, of the need of a fellowship of life with 
Christ. With great emphasis he announced the truth, which 
he found in the epistles of Paul, as well as in his own heart, 
that justification, which he understood not merely forgive- 
ness of sin, but also the communication of that more exalted 
dignity and worth which far transcended the powers of the 
limited finite nature, by means of the fellowship of life with 
Christ, was acquired, not by any merit or doing on the part 
of man, but by faith alone.f In the eighth homily on the 
first epistle to the Corinthians, § 4, he says, — Christ is the 
head, we are the body. Can there be anything intervening 
between the head and the body ? He is the vine, v^e are the 
branches. We are the temple, he is its inhabitant. He is 
the life, we are the living. He is the light, we are the 
enlightened. All this points to union, and leaves no room for 
the least intervening space. But he felt it to be important 
also,' to set everywhere distinctly forth, that to believe or not 
to believe depends on man’s self-d^ermination ; that there 
was no such thing as a constraining grace, not conditioned in 
its operations on the peculiar bent of man’s own will ; but 
that all grace is imparted according to the proportion of the 
wiirs determination. Here, too, he attached the most im- 
portance to the practical element — to counteract as well a 
proud self-confidence, as moral inactivity and self-neglect, 
God draws us to himself, not by force, but with our own free- 
will-says he, in the fifth homily on John, § 4, “Only shut 
not the door against the heavenly light, and thou shalt enjoy 
it abundantly.^' “ God comes not with his gifts before our 


♦ H. 10, in ep. ad Kom. s. 3. 
f See c. g, H. VII. et VIII. ep. ad Romanos. 
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4vill; but if we only begin, if we only will, he gives us^many 
means of salvation*”.* 

Kestorius agreed in his views of human nature more nearly 
with Chrysostom than with Theodore.f During the ^me 
time that he was involved in the controversy on the doctrine 
concerning Christ’s person, Julian and Coelestus, with several 
othet bishops of like mind, who had been deposed as Pelagians, 
came to Constantinople ; and they had sought protection at 
the imperial court. They had also had recourse to the 
patriarch. Nestorius was not disposed, like his predecessor 
Atticus, to whom they had previously applied, to repel them 
at once, as men condemned by the highest ecclesiastical 
authorities of the West. Probably also the representations 
which they themselves made of their cause, were calculated 
to render him favourably disposed towards them, looking at 
the matter from the position of his own temperate Antiochian 
Anthropology. Before deciding either for or against them, 
he wrote to the Roman bishop Ccelestin, and requested of him 
a precise statement of the erroneous doctrines laid to their 
charge. He wrote twice without obtaining an answer, as 
perhaps the pride of the Roman bishop was hurt by the form 
of his int^irrogatory ; and this it was which did so much injury 
to the cause of Nestorius in his relations with that pre]ate.| 
At this tim^'. the Marius Mercator, so often mentioned by us, 
was residing at Constantinople. He was probably a layman 
from North Africa, who had some time before taken a lively 
part in the Pelagian controversy, § and who was at the same 

* Horn. 18 Joh. s. 3. - 

I As may be gathered from the extracts from his writings, and four of 
his sermons, which Marius Mercator has preserved in a Latin translation, 
and of which sermons the fourth still remains extant in the Greek ori- 

§ *nal under the name of Chrysostom. See his works, ed. Montf. T. X. 

is violent enemy, Marius Mercator, acknowledges himself the Anti- 
Pelagian drift. It may be that these sermons were, as he supposes, 
preached m opposition to Pelagian opinions, on occasion of the contro- 
versy excited through the banished Pelagian bishops at Constantinople *, 
but we are in nowise under the necessity of supposing this. Though 
there might be some reference of this sort, yet Nestorius probably had 
no design of combating the Pelagians, vrith whose doctrines he was so 
little acquainted ; but rather to shield himself against the charges which 
his connection with those bishops had perhaps drawn upon him, 
t See above. 

§ See Augustin's reply to a letter of his of the year 418, ep. 163| 
among the letters of Augustin. 



42^ COUNCIL OF EPHESUS CONBEMNS THE PELAGIANS. 

time Ml of ‘suspicion as to the orthodoxy of the Hew patriarchi 
and one of his first zealous antagonists. He was led by th^e 
transactions to distribute at court among the bishops and nobles 
a memorial on the Pelagian matter, which memorial had for 
its consequence, probably, at a later period, when the authority 
of Nestorius was on the decline, the expulsion of these refugees. 
The combination into which the Roman bishop entered with 
the enemids of Nestorius might perhaps render the latter more 
favourably disposed to those individuals who had met with 
persecution from the same quarter. He wrote to Coelestius a 
letter of condolence,* exhorting him, as a persecuted witness 
of the truth, to a steadfast confession, and inspiring him with 
the hope that the storms which then agitated the church, 
would also bring about a new investigation redounding to his 
own advantage. Nestorius was, indeed, at the outset, ex- 
pecting good would result from the council that was to as- 
semble at Ephesus. 

These incidents were the occasion which led the Cyrillian 
party of the council of Ephesus, out of homage to the authority 
of the Roman bishop, to condemn at the same time with 
Nestorius the twcv leaders, Pelagius and Coelestius, and their 
adherents, respecting whom and their doctrines they doubtless 
knew little or nothing, and about whom they otherwise gave 
themselves little concern. But neither did the Orientals wish 
by any means to be considered as Pelagians. On the con- 
trary, their delegates at Constantinople sought to make the 
party of Cyril suspected by the Western agents as men who 
had received to their fellowship^ heretics, Euchites, who 
taught the same doctrines as Pelagius and Ccclestius.| ^ 

It continued still to be the prevailing tendency of the 
doctrine taught in the Greek church, to preserve the medium 
between two extremes, without entering into any very precise 

* Marius Mercator has translated it. See his works, fol. 71. 

f They knew perhaps but little about these latter ; they had doubtleiM 
only heard, that these men taught believers might attain to perfect holi- 
ness, and hence were led to compare the Euchites with them. 

“f T« cthrk (pj^yevvruf KsX£<r«r/» xec) Xlskuytij/f Evx/fai 

ift was by no means Pelagians, then, who were meaiit, but 
Euchites ; described, however, as holding the same tenets with Pelagius, 
in order to represent them, by a name better known in the West, as 
as heretics. the letter of the delegates to bishop Bufus, ep. 170, 
atnong the letters of Tbeodoret. T. IV. ed. Halen. p. 1352. 
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(ieterminatione of the relation between free-will • ^race. 
For the sake of illustration, we will here take another example, . 
and* bring under one view the doctrines of a distinguished 
teacher, of the Alexandrian church, the abbot Isidore of 
Pelusium. “ By reason of the first sin,’ the nature of the first 
man became subject to the dominion of punishable things and 
to the excitements of sensual pleasure. As in this state he 
went on propagating his kind, the same condition was trans- 
mitted to his posterity, and the evil was still augmented 
among men through the negligence of each man’s individual 
wilL"^ There still remains, however, the seed of goodness t in 
human nature. They wdio fostered this, distinguished them- 
selves; they who suppressed it, were punished. Even for 
that which proceeds from our own will, we need the assistance 
of divine grace ; but this is never wanting to any who are 
only willing to do what belongs to themselves. There may, 
doubtless, in particular cases, be such a thing as prevenient 
grace, although, according to the general rule, grace is not 
prevenient — but there is no such thing as a constraining, 
irresistible grace. TEe assistance of grace is not such as that 
it may not be forfeited and lost by man’s ow n fault ; not such 
as is bestowed without any efforts of his own. The grace 
which awakens ever\ those that are asleep, and impels even 
the not willing, will assuredly not forsake those who choose 
the good of their own accord. The words of our Lord — ‘ All 
men cannot receive this saying, save they to wdioin it is given,' 
Matth. xix. 11, are in nowise to be so understood as if 
the better part were bestowed on many by arbitrary deter- 
mination ; J for in that case the kingdom of heaven would not 
be the reward of conflict.”§ 

D . — Doctrine of the Sacraments^ 

The history of the doctrine concerning the church, especially 
among the Latins, we have already unfolded sufficiently at 
large in the first section. In the Greek church, it is true, 
the consequences flowing from the confounding together of the 
visible and the invisible church, of which we %poke in that 

f Ta sh KxXoxotya^iav ^ A-roKXn^uem* 

I Seel. IlI.ep. 204; 1. II. ep. 2; III. 171; HI. 13; HI. 165. 



m 


DOCTBINE OF THE «6ACKAMENTS. 


section’ were not in theory so systematically elaborated and 
carri^ out, and in individual instances,# as in the case of 
Chrysostom and Isidore of Pelusium, there were gleanfs of 
a more spiritual apprehension of the notion of the .church. 
Yet, on* the whole, the practical church life was not less 
governed here than in the West by those principles growing 
out of the confusion of the visible and invisible church; with 
regard todhe authority of an outward church, of tradition, of 
councils, and by the notions grounded thereupon respecting 
the nature and the eifects of the sacraments. 

Thp conception of the sacraments would, of course, beat first 
extremely vague ; for there was not here, as in the case of other 
doctrines, a certain subject-matter, already given, in the sacred 
scriptures, and in the Christian consciousness, which needed but 
to be more fully developed ; but in this case the general con- 
ception must first be formed from particulars, by the process of 
grasping together the common relations of these particulars to 
the Christian life and consciousness. In addition to this, there 
were no fixed and settled grounds on which to determine the 
choice of those objects to themselves, which were to be brought 
under this conception ; and the difficulty was moreover increased 
by the ambiguity and vagueness of the term which , had been 
invented without any definite consciouspess of its meaning. 
The term sacramentum grew out of the translation of the Greek 
word fxvffriipLoy ; it was employed already in the preceding 
period, by a licence allowable in the Latin use of the word, to 
denote anything consecrated to a holy use, anything considered 
holy and sacred, and then applied sometimes to holy doctrines, 
sometimes to holy symbols. Already, in the preceding period, 
this designation had been applied particularly to baptism, to 
the holy supper, and to the rite of confirmation ; but we re- 
marked, in fact, already in the preceding period the existence 
of an inclination to multiply holy symbols in the churCh life. 
In this present period such a multiplication of symbols was 
promoted, especially in the Greek church, by the prevailing 
liturgical, and, in connection therewith, mystico-theurgical ten* 
dency ;* as we see exemplified in the spurious writings* of 
% 

It is easy to see how mysticism, according to the different traits af 
individuals, may convert the objects of sense into symbols forthe 
si<m of its own feelings and intuitions, or even assume an attitude df 
hostility against all attempts to sensualize the spiritual and divine* 
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Qionysius the; Aredpagite, belonging to the fifth or sixth 
century. Augusti^ is entitled to the credit of having first ^ 
introduced into this doctrine, in place of rhetorical exagger- 
ations, p. greater strictness of doctrinal phraseology ; and by 
striving to seize it with clearer conscioirsness in its connection 
with the Christian spirit, of furnishing a counterpoise to the 
erroneous magico-theurgical tendency, which had come to 
attach its df to the apprehension of these doctrines. , 

Augustin describes the sacraments as being visible signs 
representing invisible, divine things, by means of which the 
divine matter is exhibited, as it were, by writing, by outward 
language. We have in his theory, therefore, the distinction 
between the invisible divine reality, the invisible divine power, 
the communication of the divine reality itself, and the sacra- 
ment as its outward representative symbol (the res divines 
sanctae, the virtutes sacramenti, and the sacramentum). With- 
out such outward symbols no religious society can subsist, 
whether growing out of a true or of a false religion. Hence, 
such symbols were no less necessary in Christianity than in 
Judaism. The one Ihing is the eternal and unchangeable 
reality ; the other its changeable expression — just as words and 
written characters change, although that which they signify 
remains tte same.* 

It was therefore possible for God, without departing from 
his unchangeable counsels, to allow those external forms to 
change with the vicissitudes of time, to which they were suc- 
cessively adapted. This was urged by Augustin particularly 
against the Manichseans, inasmuch as they asserted that if the 
Old Testament institutions really proceeded from the same God 
as the New Testament, they could not have been annulled by 
him. The outward symbol has no power of conveying to man 
the divine reality, unless man’s inward being is succeptible of 
communion with God — a position which followed from Augus- 
tin’s doctrine concerning grace ; — and here came in the oppo- 
sition to the superstitious practices which grew out of the 

♦ Quid enim sunt aliud quseque corporalia sacrameuta, nisi qusedam 
quasi verba visibilia, sacrosancta quidem, verumtamen nlutabUia et tem- 
poralia? — 1“ nullum nomen religionis, seu verum seu falsum, ^agulari 
nomines possunt, nisi aliquo signaculorum vel sacramentorum visibilium 
<sonsortio colligentur. Augustm c. Faustum, 1. XIX. c. U et 12, and 
Tractat 80, in Joannem. s. 3. 
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inagical effects ascribed to the sacraments, on .which side t^e 
influence of Augustin, for the promotion qf vital * Christianity, 
was felt in the succeeding centuries down to the time of the 
Jansenist controversies. Nor is the divine substance so neces^ 
sarily connected with 'the outwara signs that the grace of God 
cannot dispense with them.* But, in the usual order, the 
sacraments are the appointed means for the communication of 
the divine reality ; and whosoever despises them excludes him* 
self, by his contempt of the divine institution, from all partici- 
pation in the divine reality itself. The sacrament, as a divine 
ordinance, retains its objective significance, independent of the 
subjective character of him who receives it, as of him who 
imparts it, though rt redounds only to the condemnation of the 
individual who administers or receives it unworthily. This 
position Augustin was led to set forth distinctly in his contro- 
versy with the Donatists. In reference to baptism, he often 
compared it with the sign marked upon the soldiers as an 
emblem of the imperial service, w^hich remained ineffaceable, 
and remained even with those who were unfaithful to the service ; 
but, in that case, was only a testimofiy against them (the 
stigma militaris, character militaris, hence character indelebilis). 
Augustin regarded it as the peculiar mark of Christian freedom, 
as opposed to Jewish bondage, not only that Christianity, as 
the religion of the spirit, possessed but a few simple signs, easy 
to be observed, but also that in Christianity the sacraments 
w^ere celebrated with the conscious knowledge of that which 
they imported^ and hence with freedom; while in the Old 
Testament economy, on the other hand, they were celebrated 
with reverential fear and awe, without this accompanying con- 
sciousness ; hence, the spirit was subservient to the outward 
symbols. The understanding of the sacrament is evinced 
in this, that it reveals to contemplation the love of God, 
and fires the heart with the love of God and of maUf 
The prophets, who knew how to distinguish the sign from the 
divine thing signified, and reverenced in the former nothing 

* Qttomodo et Moses sanctificat et Dominus ? Non enim Moses prd 
Domino, sed Moses yisibilibus sacramentis per ministerinm snum ; Do* 
minus autem invisibili gratia per Spiritum Sanctum, ubi est totus fructu# 
efiam visibilium sacramentornm. But he pronounces it absurd to assert 
etiam istam invisibilem sanctificationem sine visibilibus sacramentis uiMI 
prodesse. Qusestionum in LevHicum, 1. III. qumst. 84. 
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but the latter, lived, ’ therefore, already in the spirit ofi free-* 

dom.* 

In«respect to the* number of sacraments, the way had, in 
fact, long since been prepared by the existing ideas relative to 
a particular priesthood, to the outward, transmission, of the 
Holy Spirit from the Apostles downwards by the imposition of 
hands, .for apprehending the rite of ordination as holding equal 
rank with the other three sacraments. f The mystjcal and 
symbolizing spirit of the Pseudo-Dionysian writings led to the 
reception of two others besides the four sacraments above noticed ; 
namely, consecration to the monastic life, and the ceremonials 
at the burial of the dead. Augustin, on the other hand, would 
be led by his correct views respecting the free spiritual worship 
of God as opposed to the slavish ceremonial religion in Judaism, 
to receive but few sacraments ; as, in fact, where he speaks of 
this opposition, he names only baptism and the Lord’s Supper, | 
with the, additional clause, and anything besides these if it is 
recommended in the holy scriptures. Yet, the conception 
which he had opened out of the sacrament as a holy symbol 
was still not sufficiently precise' to exclude the introduction of 
many other things ; and what Augustin found already existing 
in the general usage of the church, he believed might be de- 
rived either from apostolic tradition, or the divine institution 
through general councils, and hence would adopt all such 
sacred usages and signs into his conception, along with the rest. 
Hence, he sided with the Western church, where the prevailing 
rule was to allow four sacraments, which, in other respects, 

* Posteaquam resurrectione Domini nostri manifestissimum judicium 
notrffi libertatis illuxit, nec eorum quidem signomm operatione gravi 
onerati sumus ; sed qusedam pauca pro multis, eademque factu facillima 
et intellectu augustissima et observatione castissima ipse Dominus et 
apostolica tradidit disciplina. — Quse unnsquisque cum percipit quo refe- 
rantur, itabutus agnoscit, ut ea non camali servitute, sed spiriteli potii^ 
libertate veneretur. De doctrina Christiana, 1. III. s. 13, Nihil tarn pie 
terret animum, quam sacramentum non intellectum ; intellectum autem, 
gaudium pium parit et celebratur libere, si opus est tempori. — The right 
antithesis to the deification of the sacraments. Expositio epistolas ad 
Galatos, c. 3, s. 19. Comp. ep. 54, ep. 55 and 138 ad Januarium. 

‘ t Thus it is placed together with baptism and the Lord’s supper, m 
Gregoty of Nyssa, on the baptism of Christ. He who was before us 

fliXTUv. 

$ Ep. 118 * 
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'too, fbll m with his ideas;* and, in maintaining against the 
Pelagians f that obedience to the natural instinct is sanctified 
by the religious and moral reference of the marriage union, he 
W^s led accordingly to reckon the solemnization of marriage 
among the sacraments, which, perhaps, might seem to liim to 
be sanctioned by the use of the word jivarripLov in this reference 
in the epistle to the Ephesians ; J and, at all events, the higher 
Christian conception of marriage lay at the basis of what is 
there said. 

As it respects the doctrine concerning baptism, from which, 
for reasons stated under the preceding period, the doctrine of 
regeneration was not severed, we must observe that the difference 
here again Became strongly marked, which we discern in the 
views of the Eastern compared with those of the Western 
church, with regard to human nature and the doctrine of 
redemption ; namely, that in the Western church, with original 
sin, the negative effect of the redemption in procuring deliver- 
ance from this ; and in the Eastern church, on the other hand, 
the positive effect of the redemption considered in the light of 
a new creation, were made especially prominent. Thus Gre- 
gory of Nazianzus§ calls baptism a more divine exalted crea- 
tion than the original formation of nature. |1 Thus, too, Cyril! 
of Jerusalem, addressing the candidate for baptism, says : '‘If 
thou believest, thou not only obtainest the forgiveness of sins, 
but thou effectest also that which is above man. Thou obtainest 
as much of grace as thou canst hold.”1[ This difference would 
be strongly marked, especially in the case of infant baptism. 
According to the North- African scheme of doctrine, which 
taught that all men were from their birth, in consequence of 
the guilt and sin transmitted from Adam, subjected to the same 
condemnation, that they bore within them the principles of all 
sin, deliverance from original sin and inherited guilt would be 
made particularly prominent in the case of infant baptism, as 
in the case of the baptism of adults ; and this was favoured by 
the ancient formula of baptism, which, however, originated in a 

* See c. ep. Parmenian. 1. II. c. 13. 

t When these accused him of making marriage itself a sinful thing 
through his idea of the concupiscentia as springing out of sin, 

X m nuptiis et concupiscentia, 1. 1. c. 17. 

§ Orat 40, de baptismcL 

Ij tlxd^is xtx,) Tns v^pfiXort^a, 

^ Cateches. 17, c. 17, 18. Uou7s »a,) ra 
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peijod when mfknt baptism had as yet no existencei and had 
been afterwards applied, without alteration, to children, because 
men shrunk from undertaking to introduce any change in the 
consecrated formula established by apostolical authority, though 
Christians were by no means agreed as to the sense in which 
they applied this formula. Accordingly, says Gregory Nazi- 
anzeiii to children baptism is a seal (a means of securing human 
nature in germ against all moral evil by the higher prin- 
ciple of life communicated to it) ; for adults it is, moreover, 
forgiveness of sin and restoration of the image degraded and 
lost by transgression.* * * § Hence, he looks upon infant baptism 
as a consecration to the priestly dignity, which is imparted to 
the child from the beginning, that so evil may gain no advan- 
tage over him.'f In a homily addressed to the neophytes 
Chrysostom specifies ten different effects of grace wrought in 
baptism ; and then he complains of those who make the grace 
of baptism consist simply in the forgiveness of sin.J True, 
the difference here becomes manifest between the mor^ rheto- 
rical Chrysostom and the systernatic Augustin ; for the latter 
would have referred thfTse ten specifications to one fundamental 
conception, in which they migh| all be summed up together. 
But at the^basis of this difference lay that other, which has 
already been noticed, in respect to the general mode of Chris- 
tian intuition. Hence Chrysostom adds : It is for this reason 
we baptize also infants, though they are not, like others, 
stained with sin, that so holiness, justification, adoption, heir- 
ship, and brothership with Christ may be imparted to them 
through Christ, that so they may be members of Christ. § 
These words of Chrysostom are, indeed, known to us only 
in the Latin translation, and through a citation of the Pelagian 
writer Julian. [j But their genuineness is evinced by Ibe fact 
that Augustin had nothing to object to them on that score, 

* To7s fjtXv <to7s TtXuoTt^ots t«v hXtxtav »a) 

xtti 9ttroii&n$ itxovos Tvv xaKtxv i^ecvo^^utrig . Orat. 40, f. 640. 
t Mn ^ xaxm sx ayttt.ir6nru. L. C. 648. 

X Vides quol sunt baptismatis largitates ; et nounulli deputant, 
coelestem gratiam in peccatorum tantum remissione consistere ; nos 
autem honorcs computavimus decern. ... 

§ Hac de causa etiam infantes baptizamus, cum non sint coinquinati 
peccato, ut eis addatur sanctitas, justitia, adoptio, hsereditas, firatemitas 
Christ^ ut ejus membra sint. 

jj Vid. Augustin, c, Julianum, 1. 1, s. 21. 



430 


THE SACRAMi;?JTS. ISIDORE. 


but naust'seek to deprive Pelagianism of this support by giving 
the passage another interpretation. Andy in truth, this passage 
strictly accords with the peculiar character already notic^, 
belonging to the type of doctrine not only of thCv Oriental 
church' generally, but of Chrysostom in particular. Julian 
was wrong in explaining the words of Chrysostom wholly 
according to his own sense, as if Chrysostom had meant4;o say 
that human nature is still born in the same state as it was at 
first ; for this is, in fiict, at variance with his doctrine con- 
cerning the innocence {aTradeia) lost by the sin of the first man 
(see above). But if Julian was wrong in this single respect, 
that he contemplated the w^ords wholly out of their connection 
with Chrysostom’s entire mode of thinking on doctrinal mat- 
ters, Augustin, on the otlier hand, manifestly tortured them, 
when he explained them according to his system, as referring 
barely to the absence of actual, personal sin ; for in this 
case, the antithesis made by Chrysostom would, in fact, not 
hold good. 

Isidore of Pelusium also replies to the question, why infants, 
who are without sin, should be baptised** in the following way. 
Some, who took too narrow ajiview of the matter,! was 

that they might be cleansed from the sin transmitted to them 
from Adam. This, indeed, he said, was not to be denied, but 
it was not the only reason. This would still be a thing not so 
great afte# all ; but there would be besides many other gracious 
gifts communicated to them, which far exceed any possible 
attainments of human nature. Infants were not only delivered 
from the punishment of sin, but, moreover, had imparted to 
them a divine regeneration, adoption, justification,! fellowship 
with Christ. The remedy amounted to far more than the 
mere removal of an evil.§ 

Theodore of Mopsuestia seized in this case upon only one 
side or moment of the Oriental church doctrine, which moment, 
in infant baptism, was ever made the more prominent one ; but 
the other he dropped entirely, as his system required that’ he 
should. It is, according to his doctrine, the same state of 

♦ Ep. V. 195. 

f 'Sft.tKfioXoyodvrt?. 

% here used, beyond doubt, in the sense of Augustin, vi2i. the 

making just, making holy by union with Christ 

§ No livrt^^o^ov ta? Tpat/fjtMTa$, 
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hyman nature, aiiutable and liable to temptation, in‘\v^liit?h tbe* 
first man wasr created (see p. 414) and in which all infants* are 
born* Baptism in tiie case of adults has a two-fold purpose, 
to bestoyr on them the forgiveness of sin, and to exalt them by 
fellowship with Christ to a participation ‘in fiis freedom from 
sin, and his moral immutability, which is the passing over 
from th^ first portion of the development of life in humanity, 
into the s cond, which is fully entered upon only at the general 
restoration (see page 417). That which is received at baptism 
is the principle and pledge of that freedom from sin (anainar- 
tesia) W'hich will then first come to be fully realized. In the 
case of infant baptism, then, the forgiveness of sin, according 
to Theodore’s doctrine, does not properly come into considera- 
tion ; but its purpose and object is sim])ly the imparting of that 
new and higher life, exempt from sin, of which the entire 
human nature stands in need. He distinguishes, accordingly, 
a two-fold meaning of the forgiveness of sin, to the bestowment 
of which the formula of baptism refers,* He supposed, there- 
fore, in this latter respect, the saipe supernatural communication 
in the case of infant baptism as in the case of the baptism of 
adults : though, following out the natural bent of his acute 
and discriyiinating understanding, he carefully distinguished 
here, too, that which is merely the symbol and vehicle, from 
that which is the working principle, lest that should be as- 
cribed to the magical operation of the water, which^ould only 
be ascribed to the agency of the Holy Spirit. | The water, he 
maintained, according to the comparison employed by Christ 

So Theodore; in his address to the neophytes : Renatus, alter factus 
es pro altero, non jam pars Adam, mutabilis et peccatis clrcumfusi ; sed 
Christi, qui omnino inculpabilis per resurrectionem factus est. Act. IV. 
Cohcil. CBcumen. V. c. 36. Aua ruv a,ft>cx,^rluv^ rriy fich ruv ?rg- 

TJjv Se <rriy avctf/to.^rria'tayy ^(pttriv reXs/av xa/ 

xeu ava/gw/y traynX^. (The ambiguity -which is attached to the 

Greek word by its etymology here came to his assistance.) 

fiiv tfA(pa,yl^tir6cti d.’Xo Tm xxrd roy ^gtrironjy X^iff'rhy olxoyofAieti xx) 
h dfipufixvos hiMv Athovxt Ss viXeiei/s xa) alro7§ %^yo(s 

xm «y (Aird. rnv dyaffTatriv dvroxaToiffTa<rUf w^T6g r^eufjuiv xa) 

^fiu7s xa) va (ia’XTt^oiAsSa. 

f The water to \y » ^Xn^aZrai to t^yov* the ^ryivfia \y rSi ySar* 
'otttuav ^Xn^ovy hi^ytmy' tovtou yi mxa xa) tv rZ (iaa-TlcrfiaTi to fjoh 
^Hvjua fJbiTO, WfltTgej xa) vlou oyopAa^ofAtVy Tou^i li^aTos ou fAifAvnfJOi&a, us 
(paiviffSaty oti to /mv crvf^JieXoy xa) xpuas t,vos tvixsv fra^aXafJufidviTa/y to 
is iyigyovp IcrtxaXovjas^a, 
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m his* cqnversation with Nicodemus, stood related to the 
creative power of God in the new and higher birth, as the 
body of the mother to the creative power of God in the nastural 
bii;th.^ 

This mode of apprehension was adopted, as we learn parti- 
cularly from the explanations of Coelestius and of J ulian, by 
the Pelagians ; though it did not in their system rest upon the 
same foKndation as in the Oriental and in the Antiochian 
systems. In this way we must understand what Coelestius 
says in the creed which he sent to Pome : ‘‘ Infants must, ac- 
cording to the rule of the universal church, and according to 
the declaration of the Gospel, be baptized in order to the 
forgiveness of sin. Since our Lord has determined that the 
kingdom of heaven can be bestowed only on the baptized, and 
since the powers of nature are not adequate to this, it must be 
the free gift of grace. ’’f It is clear that Coelestius, in denying 
that any sinfulness adhered to infants, could understand baptism 
for the forgiveness of sins in this case only after the same 
manner with Theodore of Mqpsuestia ; and, accordingly, he 
understood also, in like manner with the latter, by the kingdom 
of heaven, that which transcends the limits of human nature, 
that which can only be bestowed upon it by a higher commu- 
nication from God. Thus the Pelagian Julian, though he 
absolutely denied the possibility of any forgiveness of sins in 
the case ol^lnfants, could still declare that baptism, having been 
once instituted by Christ, must be acknowledged as universally 
valid and necessary for every age ; that eternal condemnation 
awaited every one who denied that this rite was profitable also 
for children. J 

The grace of baptism, said he, is everywhere the same ; but 
its effects appear different, according to the different relations 
and circumstances of the subjects of it. In some, the negative 
effect, the forgiveness of sin, must precede the positive, the 

* l?ri <Tns h KOtkla to (pvirtKov hrTtVf 

Iv y TO TiHTofAtvov a.tOT%XuTa.i Sum ivva/Lttt, evTot xai Ivraw^a to ShojO 
iv Tot^u rJjf to 5* vrviZftK tou het^XdTrovTOt 

^o-<rorov, 

t Augustin. De peccato originis, c. v. 

% Nos gratiaui Christi, id est baptisma ex quo ritum ejtis Christip 
iustltuit, ita necessariam omnibus in commune setatibus confiteri, ut quL 
cunque earn utilem etiam parvulis negat, seterno feriamtis anathom&m 
Opus imperfect, c. Julian. 1. HI. c. 149. 
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exaltation of* man’s nature. In infants the effect* is only to 
ennoble the nature? which remains in its original condition of 
gootlness.”* Although it would be natural for the' Pelagians, 
accordkig to the principles of their system, to ascribe to bap- 
tism, as being an external act, a merely symbolical import, yet 
they did not find it possible to disentangle themselves wholly 
from* the church tradition of their period ; but they sought to 
reconcilu what they found in that tradition, as they &est could, 
with their own principles, which had arisen in an entirely dif- 
ferent way. Moreover, with regard to the relations of the 
divine matter to the external sign, of regeneration to outward 
baptism, they had precisely the same notions which were the 
prevailing ones in tlie church ; for this becomes sufficiently 
clear from what they taught respecting the effects of infant 
baptism ; and Julian expressed himself on this point with dis- 
tinctness and precision, I 

On the one hand, the doctrine which, ever since the time of 
Cyprian, by the habit of confounding the inward grace with its 
outward sign in baptism, had 43ecome predominant, especially 
in the North- African church, the doctrine of the damnation of 
unbaptized infants, appeared to the Pelagians as something 
revolting,* something whereby a tyrannical arbitrary will was 
imputed to the divine Being. But, on the other hand, they 
must themselves, however, according to the theory ji^t unfolded, 
suppose the higher grace of participating in the highest stage 
of blessedness in the kingdom of heaven was conditioned solely 
on the obtaining of baptism ; and even they found this asserted 
in the words of Christ to Nicodemus, as even they made no 
distinction of the baptism of the Spirit from the baptism with 
water. Accordingly they must of necessity affirm, with regard 
to unbaptized infants, that although free and exempt from 
pmiishment, they were still excluded from that higher state of 
being, hnd attained only to a certain intermediate state. This 

♦ L. c. s. 151. Qu 0 b tamen gratia, quoniam etiara medicina dicitur, 
facit alios ex malis bonos ; parvulos autem, qtios creat condendo bonos, 
reddit innovando adoptandoque meliores. iEqualiter cunctis a se imbutis 
adoptionis et sauctificationis et promotionis dona couferre. L. c. 1. II. 
C. 116. 

I When he says of baptismal grace : Infasa semel uno virfutis snse im- 
petu atque compendio diversa et plurima delet crimina. Opus imper- 
feotum, 1. 11. c. 212. 
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was wh^t Coelestius really meant to say in the declarations abov^ip 
cited. 

And to "the same result on this subject must every one have 
been led, who was inclined to adopt the Oriental mode, of con- 
sidering the effects of baptism, and would consistently follow 
out the matter to a definite conclusion ; unless he supposed a 
universal redemption or restoration as the final end, to which 
that intermediate state was destined to prove a point of transi- 
tion for unbaptized infimts. Such an intermediate state 
Gregory Nazianzeii also assigned for those who were unbap- 
tized through no fault of their own.^ Augustin himself had 
once entertained a like opinion. Ambrose of Milanj believed, 
also, that it was necessary to infer from the words of Christ to 
Nicodemus, that none could enter into the kingdom of heaven 
without baptism ; but it was his opinion, though he had no 
confidence in it, that unbaptized infants would be exempted 
from punislimont, Pelagius himself shrunk from expressing 
any decided opinion on tliis point, tliougli by logical thinking 
it WTis absolutely out of liis power to avoid that consequence 
of his principles. He affirmed of iinbaptized children, that of 
one thing he was sure, namely, that they could not, as innoceiit 
beings, suffer punishment consistently with the divii;»e justice ; 
but what would become of them, was more than he knew, 
doubtless because he wms of the opinion that no distinct 
declaration on this pefint could be found in the sacred 'scrip- 
tures. § 

But then Augustin could, however, not without good reason, 
accuse the Pelagians of inconsistency, when they charged the 
advocates of the doctrine of absolute predestination with im- 
puting arbitrary will to God, while they themselves were still 
more involved in this error, by supposing that God excluded 
innocent beings from the kingdom of heaven, which he be- 
stowed on otliers who were in no respect more worthy of it. 
The notion, moreover, of an intermediate place between the 
state of woe and the kingdom of heaven, was a thing altogether 
unsciiptural and incredible in itself : for man, being in the 

* Orat 40. -{■ Sect. 1. III. de libero arbitrio, c. 23. 

X De Abrahamo, 1. II. s. 84. 

§ Quo non cant, seio, quo eant, nescio. And perhaps he meant the 
same thing by his words in the letter to Innocent, bishop of MQvae: in 
perpetuain c^irtamque vitam renasci eum, qui natus sit ad incertam. 
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image of God, was* destined to find his bliss in comjnuiiion with 
^od, and out of that communion could be no otherwise than 
wretched,* The t^ouncil of Carthage, a.d. 418, finally con- 
demned, in its II. Canon, the doctrine concerning such an 
iiiterrrfbdiate state for unbaptized children, on the ground, 'that 
nothing could be conceived as existing between the kingdom 
of God and perdition ; but then, too, according to the doc- 
trine of this council, the eternal perdition of all junbaptized 
infants was expressly affirmed — a consistency of error revolting 
to the natural sentiments of humanity. It is worthy of notice, 
however, that this particular passage of the canon is wanting 
in a portion of the inanuscripts. 

But such being the prevailing doctrine concerning baptism, 
reflecting minds must now have been struck with the difficulty 
of conceiving how a divine influence could take effect in the 
case of infants devoid of all conscious moral action of their 
own. Augustin, by means of his correct principles, above 
explained, respecting the essence of sacraments, might have 
found out a better way, if he liad not been fettered by the 
authority of the church doctrine. His reply, indeed, explains 
nothing ; but it proceeds from a profound feeling of the essen- 
tial nature of Christian fellowship. He says : The faith of 
the chuitih, which consecrates Infants to God in the spirit of 
love, takes the place of tlieir own faith ; and albeit they pos- 
sess as yet im faith of their own, yet there is nothing in their 
thoughts to hinder the divine eflicacy.”f His scheme, then, 
amounted to this : that as the child, ere its corporeal and in- 
dependent existence was fully developed, was supported by the 
vital forces of nature in its bodily mother, so, ere it came to 
the independent development of its spiritual being in its own 
consciousness, it is supported by the heightened vital forces of 
that spiritual mother, the church — an idea, which would in- 
volve. some truth, supposing the visible church corresponded 
to its ideal, when applied, without being so literally under- 
stood, to infant baptisnp 

With regard to the doctrine of the holy supper, we find in 

* Augustinus : Nunquam explicant isti, qua justitia nullum peccatum 
iabens imago Dei separetur a regno Dei. De peccatorum mentis et re- 
missione, 1. I. c. 30. Hoc novum in ecclesia, prius inauditum est, esse 
vitam SBternam prater regnum coBlorum, esse salutem aternam prater 
r^gnum Dei. Sermo 294. 

f Nullus obex contraria cogitationis, ep. 23, ad Bonifacium. 

2 F 2 
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tills period .almost precisely the same gradations in the notioni| 
respecting the relations of the external signs to' the things 
signified, as in the period preceding. In this period, too,*the 
ideaj chiefly predominant was that of a supernatura] com- 
munion, ki part spiritual and in part corporeal, with Christ, 
by means of the intimate interpenetration of the bread and 
wine by the body and blood of Christ. As in the former 
period this^ view was most distinctly expressed by Irenaeus and 
Justin Martyr, so in the present it was most strongly asserted 
by Cyrill of Jerusalem, Chrysostom, Kilus, Hilary of Poic- 
tiers, and Ambrose of Milan. Thus Cyrill of Jerusalem 
declares it to be the purpose of the sacrament of the supper, 
that we should take within us the body and blood of Christ, 
Christ himself that by the body and blood of Christ passing 
over into our members, we may become partakers of the 
divine nature, be sanctified in body and soul.j Chrysostom 
says that we may be not only united with our Saviour by 
love, but in our entire nature blended with his body.J He 
contemplates the institution of tjie eucharist as a proof of the 
greatest love of our Saviour to men, of his will to be united to 
them, and to impart himself to them in the most intimate 
manner, to cause his own body to pass over into th^ir entire 
nature. He gave himself not only to be seen, but also to be 
touched and to be partaken of by those who desire him.§ So 
Hilary of Pole tiers affirms that between Christ and believers 
there exists not only a unity of will, but a natural union, (not 
only per concordiam voluntatis, but also per naturae veritatem,) 
partly because Christ assumed human nature, and partly be- 
cause in the eucharist he gives his body, and thereby his divine 
life residing therein to believers. || 

True, these church-teachers sometimes have recourse to 

'SvffiT&i/u.ot Koi ffvvoufjboi X^«r<r(jy, ^/(rTo(po^oi. 

f Cateches. nlyst. 4. 

t Eig Mvaxipucr^afASv Ttjv kkt givro rl 

§ Horn. 46 in Joann. 

}} Hilarius de trinitate, 1. VIII. s. 13. Quomodo non naturaliter in 
nobis existimandus est, qui et naturam carnis nostrse jam inseparabilm 
sibi homo natus assunisit, et naturam carnis sum ad naturam mternitatis 
sub Sacramento nobis communicandm carnis admiscuit. He would imp£irt 
to us the natura mternitatis, his own divine essence, in imparting to us 
his body in the sacramental form-*- the same that Irenmus called 
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figures, for tire purpose of describing the efficacy of tlio con- 
secration at* * * § the Lcrrd’e supper, which seem to indicate a pro-* 
per’transubstantiation, like the change of the water to wine at 
the marriage feast at Cana and th^y employ expressions 
which might denote transubstantiation.f But these terms were 
also frequently employed to indicate another change to some- 
thing; more exalted, not precisely a transubstantiation ; and 
especially, in the rhetorical light of church-teachers, who 
would fain set forth in strong language the wonderful nature 
of the transaction, such expressions should not be too rigidly 
interpreted. Even in the case of these comparisons, every- 
thing turns upon the point to be illustrated, namely, that by a 
miracle the substance present becomes something other than it 
was before, no matter in what particular sense this is to be 
understood. These comparisons are counterbalanced by others, 
which totally contradict the notion of transubstaniiation ; as, 
for instance, the comparison with the anointing oil used in 
confirmation, or with the higher consecration bestowed on the 
water in baptism.J ^he disputes concerning the two natures 
in Christ gave the first occasion for entering into a more dis- 
tinct exposition of the conceptions respecting the relation of 
the bread»and wine to the bo% and blood of Christ ; for those 
who afi^irm the union of two natures unchangeably persisting 
in their essence sought to make this clear by introducing the 
comparison of the Lord’s supper. As the symbols of the body 
and blood of Christ, says Theodoret, remain in their original 
substance and form, admit of being seen and felt as precisely 
the same as they were before, , but the contemplation of the 
spirit and of faith sees in them that which they have become ; 
and they are also adored § as that which they are to faith. |) 

* See Cyrill. Cateches. 22. Ambros. de mysteriis, c. 9. 

j- As^for example, fiiraWniy, Cyrill. Cateches. 23, ti’ansfiguratio in 
corpus et sanguinem. Ambros. de incaraationis domiiiicsB sacramento, 
1. 1, c. iv. s. 23, de tide, 1. IV. c. x. s. 124. 

J See Cyrill. Cateches. 21, s. 3. 

§ See voL ii. and Ambros. de Spiritu Sancto, 1. III. c. xi. s. 79, caro 
Christi, quse in mysteriis adoratur. 

|j Theodoret, in the second dialogue of his ’E^aviffrvn ; imint f-arJ 

otifmc xea rod rav t^ov; eaard ier^ aarra, 

vaora/ Ss jce&i ^^taTivivai •:fof,ffx,vyuTa.tj 

IxeiW t'tra, ^nfrivirctt. Ed. Hal. T, IV. p. 126. Thus, too, the 
aattetjieXh ■rii is opposed to the r^s Dialog. I, T. 

,iV* p. 26. The first unfolding of views of this sort would be found in 
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Even ' delsCsius, a Roman bishops towards the ‘close of th^ 
lifth centtiry, explained his views after the Same manner.* 

Gregory of Nyssa might in this respect undoubtedly con- 
stitute an exception. , While aiming in his catechetical dis- 
quisition, (Xoyoe KaTYixnTtKoo) c. 37, to explain the way in 
which bread and wine became the body and blood of Christ, 
and particularly to solve the difficulty, how the body of 
Christ, being one, is distributed among so many thousand 
believers in the world, and still remains one and the same and 
complete, he is led to an exposition which seems to presuppose 
a transubstantiation, and which, moreover, w^as seized upon by 
the later theory of the transformation of the bread among the 
Greeks. It was this — that in like manner as, during the life 
of Jesus on earth, the natural means of nourishment, bread and 
wine, were transmuted into the essence of the body united 
with the deity, through the power of the divine Logos, but 
mediately by that natural process whereby the means of 
nourishment are converted into flesh and blood ; so, at pre- 
sent, the same effect is produced, bread and wine is converted 
into the body of the Logos, by the same power of the Logos, 
only working at present in the way of an immediate miracle. 
Yet Ac, also, was still certainly very far from holding fast, 
with clear consciousness, the idea which seemed to be here 
lying at bottom ; for in his sermon on the baptism of Christ, f 
he makes use of comparisons which are grounded on a totally 
different idea, as, for instance, the heightened efficacy of the 
consecration of the baptismal water, of the anointing oO, of 
ordination. It is aLo deserving of remark, how little in the 
case of this theologian, J in other respects so systematic, these 
particular doctrines were carried out in coherence with his 

Chrysostom, if the fragment of a letter of his to the monk Csesariiis, 
which must have been aimed a^inst the jApollinarists, were^ really 
genuine* But this letter was most probably interpolated on occasion of 
the controversy concerning the two natures. Yet a comparison which 
Nilns, the disciple of Chrysostom, employs, indicates the same tnode of 
apprehension ; as a document, after having been signed by the emperor, 
is called a sacra, so ordinary bread and wine, after the consecration atid 
inward working of the Holy Spirit, is called the body and blood Of 
Christ. Li^|. ep. 44, 

♦ De duaMs naturis in Christo, edversus Entychem et Nestorium, in 
the Bibl. patr. Lngd. T. VIII. : In divinamtranseunt, Spiritn Sancto ^r- 
ficiente, substantiam, pennanente tamen in sna proprietate natura* 

t T. III. f. 370. t Ep. iv. ad ^rapionem. 
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lleculiar prini'iples ; for his ideas concerning the (:Aafe<^ter of 
Christ’s glorified body (see above, vol. iv. p. 97), would have* 
easily led him to dispose of the difficulty above noticed by him 
in an altogether different way ; but that idea of the repetition 
of the incarnatioii of the Logos wliich fiad taken possession of 
his mind, did not leave room for him here to think of Chribt’s 
glorified body. 

The idea of a union with Christ presents itself already, 
under a form in which it appears to be less sensuously appre- 
hended, in the writings of Athanasius. From John vi. 62, he 
endeavours to show that according to that passage the partaking 
of the flesh and of the blood of Christ was not to be understood 
in the literal sense. Christ, he says, mentions on this occasion 
his ascension to heaven /or the very purpose of turning away 
men’s minds from sensuous notions, and leading them to the 
idea of a spiritual nourishment ;* inasmuch as CJhrist commu- 
nicates himself to each after a spiritual manner.'j' The addition, 
‘‘ as the preservative to a blessed resurrection,” J shows that he 
also conceived of a Ij^gher principle of life being communicated 
to the body, by means of the contact with Christ. 

The doctrine of the North- African church, as we have 
already described it in the preceding period, we once more 
meet with in Augustin, He explains the words of institution 
as follows : — t .at Christ’s body was the same thing as the 
symbol of his body.§ He says that the expression, to give his 
body and flesh to eat, contains a bold figure, and that the sense 
which lies at bottom must be expounded according to the 
analogy of faith. || According to the analogy of the religious 
use of language, by virtue of which the sacramental sign is 
substituted for the thing itself, in the same way, for example, 
as the sacramentum fidei is substituted for faith itself in the 
case of children who are as yet imfkpable of faith, according to 

* The term is not restricted, indeed, to the meaning 

spiritual,’’ but may also denote supernatural as opposed to natural, 
sensible nourishment. 

^ u; uydcrrinnv 

§ Non enim Dorainus dubitavit dicere : hoc est corpus meum, cum 
signum daret corporis sui. In the like connection as "vi^hen he says 
‘♦Petra erat Christus” is equivalent to significabat Christum, C- Am- 
mantum, c. 12. 

11 Contra adversarium legis et prophetarumf 1. II. c, 9. 
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this analogy the symbol of Christ’s body is put for the bo(fy 
itself* But although Augustin, in the case of the eucharist, 
as everywhere else, considered the consecrated outward elem*ents 
as symbols merely, clearly separating and holding apart the 
sacramentum and the res sacramenti, yet he at the same time 
supposed, as in the case of the sacraments generally so in the 
case of the eucharist in particular, a divine matter united* with 
the holy symbols, and which is communicated to the believing 
heart. The res sacramenti is the uniting of the faithful as 
members with their One great Head, and the fllowi^hipgrounded 
therein of the faithful with each other, as members of one body ; 
therefore their union into one community of the saiiits.'j’ By 
the body of Christ in the eucharist Augustin understands the 
spiritual body of the members united with Christ as the head. 
To the question how Christ, who died and rose again, sits at 
the right hand of God, and will come again to judgment, can 
here distribute his body — to this question he gives an entirely 
different answer from that of Gregory of Nyssa. According 
to his spiritual mode of apprehending the ijoctrine of the Lord’s 
supper, there could be no difficulty on this point. By point- 
ing to the spiritual sense as the only correct one, he had at 
once answered the question. On this very account was the 
transaction called a sacrament, because one thing is presented 
to the eye of sense, and another thing discerned by the eye of 
the spirit. J Hence Christ said to the Jevvh wlien he should be 
seen to ascend up where he was before, then they would be 
obliged to understand that he could only have spoken of a 
spiritual communication, of a fellowship of divine life.§ The 
flesh profiteth nothing- — that is, without the spirit. The 
flesh was only the vessel through which the spirit wrought, 
through which Christ communicated himself to us.jl Christ is 
eternal life, and in his fleshtand blood gives himself. Augus- 

* See 1. in. de trinitate, c. x. s. 19 et 20, ep. 98 . 

t Hunc cibum et potum vult intelligi societatem corporis et membro^ 
ruin suorum, quod est sancta ecclesia. — Corpus Christi si vis intelligere, 
apostolum audi diceutem fidelibus: vos autem cstis corpus Chrisd et 
membra, mysterium vestrum in mensa dominica positum est, mysteriam 
vestram accipitis. 

% Ideo dicuntur sacramenta, quia in eis aliud videtur, aliud intelligittir. 

§ Certe vel tunc intelligetis, quia gratia ejus non consumitur motmibus. 

)J Si caro nihil non prodesset, verbum caro non 6eret, ut inhabitatet 
in nobis. Caro vas fuit ; ^nod habebat, attende, non ouod erat. 
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tigi distinguisht^s the inward and the outward maijducation of 
the supper (mandu^are intus et foris). The former is the . 
privilege only of believers ;* but the unbelieving and the un- 
worthy receive nothing but the sact'ametit of the body ajtid 
blood of Christ.'f 

Next we find a more spiritual apprehension of this doctrine 
in those church-teachers on whose theological education the 
study of Origen had exerted a decided influence ; from which 
number, however, it is evident, from what has been said, 
Gregory of NyssaJ must be excepted, although on other sub- 
jects he accords very nearly with Origen. Gregory Nazian- 
zeii calls the eucharist an archetype of the great mystery of the 
sacrifice of Christ ;§ the symbol of the sacrifice by which the 
salvation of mankind had been wrought out.|| Assuredly, 
however, he conceived in connection with this a higher divine 
influence, as is sufficiently evident from looking at the connec- 
tion of his ideas relative to the priesthood, and to sacrifice; 
and this is confirmed, moreover, by certain individual expres- 
sions of his concernii^ the effects of the eucharist, as when he 
calls it a sacrifice, by which we enter into fellowship with 
Christ, into fellowship with his sufferings and his divine 
nature,T-«-the holy transaction vUiich exalts us to heaven.** 
He accordingly supposes a certain sanctifying influence of the 
Logos, which, b\ virtue of the words pronounced by the priest, 
becomes united with the symbols of the bread and wine ; and 
in so far then as the outward symbols, as vehicles of this super- 

* Habe fidem, et tecum est quern non Tides. 

f Sermo 235, 272. Tractat, 26, Evang. Joh. 

j At the same time, however, this mode of apprehension does not 
appear, with him, to be an entirely isolated thing, but stands strictly 
connected with his whole system ; for in this is made distinctly promi- 
nent the fundamental idea, that as the principle of coiruption {<p$e^a.) 
was propagated in human nature from the first sm ; so, in opposition to 
this, the principle of incorruption proceeding from Christ, must* 

pervade the entire human nature as the first fruits of the new 

creation. Yet another modification of this idea might, indeed, have 
offered itself to him, corresponding to that notion of the character of 
Chrisfs glorified body, explained above on page 97. 

§ Orat. i* f- 38. fAiyetXav fjbvtrm^liuv uvriTV^rov. 

I •pns Orat. xvii. f. 273. 

Orat. Ill f* 70. h Vifx,t7$ X^ta-TS Koivuvov/Aiv, rSv 

** fivffre^yeaytcc, Orat. xvn. f. 273. 
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natu^^t* sanctifying impartation of the Logos, £Cre substituted 
in place of the real body of Christ, they are called the body 
and blood of Christ.* Eusebius of Caesarea probably distin- 
guishes, like his teacher Origen,| the sensible and the spiritual 
eucharisl. In reference to the former he says : it is enjoined 
upon Christians to celebrate the remembrance of Christ’s 
sacrifice by the symbols of his body and blood. J In reference 
to the latter he thus paraphrases the words of Christ in the 6th 
chapter of John’s gospel : “ Think not that I am speaking of 
the body which I bear with me, as if this must be eaten. Nei- 
ther think that I bid you drink my sensible and bodily blood ; 
but know that the very woids which I have spoken to you are 
spirit and life, so that my^ words and doctrines themselves are 
my flesh and blood. He who, by appropriating to himself these 
becomes, so to speak, nourished with the bread from heaven, will 
be made a partaker of the heavenly life.”§ 

E . — Doctrine of the last things. 

In respect to the doctrine concerning the last things it is to 
be observed that the notions respecting disciplinary or purgatory 
sufferings, which in the East and West had already ki the pre- 
ceding period shaped themselves out into different forms from a 
commixture of Persico-Jeu ish and Christian ideas, passed over 
into this period also. It was supposed that the doctrine of a 
purgatorial fire was to be found in Malaclii iii., and in 1 Corin- 
thians iii. 12. II In connection with the notion of a dead faith, 
and the confounding together of the conceptions of the visible 
and of the invisible church, this doctrine, as had happened 
before, under a Jewish-Christian mode of apprehension, that 

See ep. 240, ad Araphilochium, among the few letters which are in- 
serted at the beginning of the first volume of his works : *'Orav 

xaUtKxns Xoyov' oVav avctfiaKrtu irufjM xtu cuft-a rifivm 

^vm Th^se words, no doubt, admit of being understood, 

according to the mode of apprehension already noticed, as referring to a 
repeated incarnation (ivifd^K&Kns ) : but we must consider too, that Gre- 
gory was much addicted to rhetorical exaggeration. 

t See vol. II. p. 393. 

j Demonstrat. evangel, lib. I. c, 10. f. 39. 

I Theol. eccles. 1. III. c. 12, 

II Yid. Cyrilh cateches. 15, s. 9: liy^ befiwe 

the last judgment. Pcense quaedam purgatorise. De civitate Dei, 1* 
XX. c. 25 J 1. XXI. c. 13, 24. 
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fillr example of the Clementines, was abused in being- mdde the 
foundation of the false \iew, that whoever was a member of 
the orthodox Catholic church, and at the same time led a 
vicious life, would possess this advantage over flie unbelieving, 
that although he needed to pass through such a purification after 
death, he would still in the end attain to salvation. Thus the 
passage, just mentioned, in the first epistle to the Corinthians 
was so misconstrued that it was supposed it might be* affirmed 
of him who united with the pretended faith in Christ every 
species of vice, that he built on the foundation, which is Christ. 
The moral zeal of Pelagius against an error so practically mis- 
chievous led him to contend against the doctrine of such an 
Ignis purgatorius, as may be gatliered from his declaration 
which he made at the synod of Diospolis.* Augustin sought 
to guard this doctrine against such misinterpretations.f He 
considered that passage in the first epistle to the Corinthians as 
referring immediately to the purification by means of trials in 
the present life of those who, though inspired by love to Christ, 
were still not as yet penetrated by it as to have their hearts 
entirely cleansed from the love of earthly things ; for, in order 
that Christ should really be the foundation, it was required that 
the love t# him should over-balance all other interests, and that 
the soul should be ready to sacrifice everything for him.| Such 
a proof of purification continuing to go on even after death, 
but only in the case of those who, in the sense just de- 
scribed, had made Christ the basis of their life, he considered 
to be a supposable thing ; so that many believers attained to 
the state of blessedness through a certain purifying hre, enduring 
tor a longer or shorter time, according as they had set their 
affections more or less on perishable goods. But he puts down 
this doctrine as somewhat doubtful. § 

The doctrine of eternal punishment continued, as in the pre- 
ceding* period, to be dominant in the creed of the church. Yet, 
in the Oriental church, in which, with the exception of those 

* See above, p. 308, Note, f In bis enchiridion ad Laurentium, c. 68. 

X Si Christus in corde fundamenti habet locum, id es^t, ut ei nihU au- 
teponatur, et malit homo qoi tali dolore uritur, rebus quas ita diligit, 
mads carere quam Christo, per ignem fit salvus. Si autem res hujus 
mooi temporales ac seculares tempore tentationis maluerit tenere quam 
Cthristum, eum in fundamento non habuit cum in sedificio prius non sit 
ailqaid ftmdamento. 

5 Incredibile non est, et utrum ita sit, quaeri potest. 
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subjects imhiediately connected with the doctrinal controversiefjj 
there was greater freedom, and latitude of development, many 
respectable church-teachers still stood forth, without injuring 
their reputation for orthodoxy, as advocates of the fj>pposite 
doctrine, until the time when the Origenistic disputes caused 
the agreement with Origen in respect to this point also to be 
considered as something decidedly heretical. The scepticism 
with regard to that doctrine arose from very different points of 
view, and very different interests. For the most part, in the 
great cities of the East, it arose by no means from a more free 
and earnest reflection on religious subjects, but from a lack of 
Christian seriousness, and a superficial and trifling mode of 
judgment. There were persons who could not seize the con- 
trariety of moral evil to God’s holiness in its strict truth, en- 
tangled as they still v/ere too much in the pagan view of evil 
as ^ property of nature, and hence were still too far from 
rightly understanding the trueessenceof Christian sanctification. 
They would fain reason away the doctrine of eternal punish- 
ment, simply because this doctrine presented terrifying images, 
which disturbed them in a life too deficient in point of moral 
strictness and purity. God, they imagined, could not so 
severely judge the weaknesses of mankind. Those declarations 
of holy scripture, respecting everlasting punishments, contained 
nothing but terrifying tlireats. Chrysostom, who, in the great 
cities where he laboured, came most frequently in contact with 
this frivolous way of thinking, was incited, by the lively zeal 
which he felt against everything destructive to practical 
Christianity, to controvert these opinions with earnestness,* 
although perhaps otherwise his mild and amiable spirit might 
not be altogether disinclined to the doctrine of a universal 
restoration, with which he must have become acquainted at an 
earlier period, from being a disciple of Diodorus of Tarsus.f 

But from two theological schools there went forth an oppo- 
sition to the doctrine of everlasting punishment, which had its 
ground in a deeper Christian interest ; inasmuch as the doctrine 

* In epist. i. ad Thessal. horn. viii. ; ep. ii. horn* iii. 

f It is remarkable that Chrysostom in his homiletic exposition of the 
first epistle to the Corinthians (chap. xv. 28), mentions the opinion of 
those who would find in these words the doctrine of a total destructioa 
of evil ) without controverting it j see hom* xxxiaj,* 

in ep. i. ad Corinth. T. X. ed. Montf, f. 872, 
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of*a universal restoration was closely connected with‘the*eotire 
dogmatic systems of both these schools — namely, tiiat of Origen, 
and the school of Antioch. As it concerns the former, we may 
remark here still another after-influence of the great Origen 
upon individual church- teachers whose theological education 
had been shaped by the study of his writings, as, for example, 
a Didymus,* a-.d a Gregory JSTazianzen. But this particular 
doctrine was expounded and maintained with the greafest logi- 
cal ability and acuteness, in works written expressly for that 
purpose, by Gregory of Nyssa.f God, he maintained, had 
created rational beings, in order that they might be self-con- 
scious and free vessels and recipients for the communications 
of the original fountain of all good.} Now, if the soul exist 
in a condition of harmonious correspondence with this desti- 
nation, and of harmonious activity for the reception of the 
godlike life, it is blessed. If this harmonious relation is dis- 
turbed by that which is alien from it, by moral evil, it is 
wretched. The expressions reward and punishment, are but 
inadequate terms to d^^note the*present existence or the dis- 
turbance of this harmony of relations ; just as when the 
healthy eye, in the exercise of the power residing within it, 
perceives objects in the sun-light, or when it is prevented from 
so doing by disease All punishments are means of purifica- 
tion, ordained by divine love with a view to purge rational 
beings from moral evil, and to restore them back again to that 
communion with God which corresponds to their nature. God 
would not have permitted the existence of evil, unless he had 
foreseen that by the redemption all rational beings would in 
the end, according to their destination, attain to the same 
blessed fellowship with himself.§ 

Though in the writings of Didymus which have come to our know- 
ledge th^re are no distinct traces to be found of the doctrine of restora- 
tion {it'X‘oKu.Ta<rrm<rts'), yet in the work De trinitate published by Mingarelli 
(Bologna, 1769) an intimation of this kind may be found in his exposi- 
tion and application of the passage in Philipp, ii. lO. where in reference 
to the as well as to the {-riyuaj he speaks of the calling on the 

name of Christ, which extends to the salvation of all ; see 1. III. c. 10, 365. 

f As, for example, in his exposition of 1 Corinth, xv. 28, in his koyn 
c. 8 and 35, in his tract on the soul and on the resurrection, 
in hi« tract on the early death of children. 

} tSv •VXiivvdv roav kyet^eav k^yav uvetty oiov tiyyiTm 

this doctrine stands so closely connected, with Gregory's whole 
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Ill like- manner the doctrine of universal restoration was 
closHy connected with* the fundamental vjews of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia concerning the two great periods in the develop- 
m*ent of the rational creation, and concerning the final end of 
the redemption, whereby the immutability of a divine life 
should take the place of that mutability and exposure to temp- 
tation, which had before prevailed in the entire rational crea- 
tion. Moral evil appeared, here, in fact, as a universally 
necessary point of transition for the development of freedom.* 
Diodorus of Tarsus had already unfolded this doctrine in his 
work, which has not come down to us, on the incarnation of 
the deity {Trepl okovofjLiag), and Theodore exhibited it in his 
commentary on the gospels.'l' In tliese writings they adduced 
many other special reasons against the eternity of punishment. 
“If the rewards of* eternity so far exceed good works and 
the brief period of life, ought not the punishments much more 
to be overcome by the divine mercy ? God would not revive 
the wicked at the resurrection, if they must needs suffer only 
punishment without reforraatiQU.” They believed they found 
an intimation that the degree of punisnment would be pro- 
portionate to the degree of sin in Luke xii. 47 ; Matt. v. 26.' 
From the fundamental principles of Theodore it g,lso neces- 
sarily follows, though w^e have no distinct declaration of his 
own 0 ]^|uit point, that as the antithesis of those two periods 
was a^ME^d by him to embrace generally the entire rational 
creati^n^.lie must therefore have extended the restoration to 
fallen ^spirits as w^ell as to mankind. 

system of faith, it belongs among the worst examples of an arbitrary 
caprice, regardless of history, when Germanus, patriarch of Constan- 
tinople in the eighth century, in his kvrcii<rohri»os or endeavoured 

to show that all the passages in Gregory’s writings, referring to this 
doctrine, were interpolated by heretics. See Phot. cod. 233. 

* See above. 

f Extracts from these writings by the Nestorian bishop Solomon of 
Bassora, in the thirteenth century, in Assemani, T. III. p. i. f. 323, 24 ; 
comp, the fourth of Theodore’s excerpts in Marius Mercator. In Theo- 
dore’s commentary on the gospel of John, so far as it remains to us, there 
are also to be found traces of this doctrine. But though such traces 
occurred in this commentary, yet, as a matter of course, passages of this 
kind were not received into the catenae. 
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3, OPPOSITE THEOLOGICAL TENDENCIES WHICH AROSE OUT 

THE AFTER-WORKINGS OF THE ORIGENISTIC DISPUTES. 

We have still to mention a series of control eisies which are 
more loosely connected with the history ef particular doctrines, ^ 
and which form a whole of themseUes, — the renewed contro- 
versies concerTiing Oiigen, respecting whose relation to the 
theological development of this period we have spoke© already 
‘in the general introduction. We perceive in these disputes, 
first, the struggle of that more free theological tendency which 
started from Origen, with that other more narrow tendency 
clinging fast to the letter of the church doctrine, which from 
the beginning stood opposed to the OrigenKtic school, as the 
struggle of a more fleshly witli a more spiritual tendency in 
tlie mode of apprehending Christianity. But the theological 
interest of these controversies was soon lost in contests of 
another kind, partaking more of a secular than of a spiritual 
interest; but then these control er‘^ies gain another important 
significance for ns, in that th(^ exhibit to us a hero of the 
faith, who, unsubducfl by all per«ecutions and sufferings, man- 
fully contended with spiritual weapons ag<iinst the corruptions 
of the church whicli grew out of the confusion of things 
spiritual with things temporal. 

Origen, long s.iice pronounced a heretic in the West|rn 
church, Was scarcely known among the Western theologians 
except by name, wliile those of the East w ere forming differ- 
ent parties in their various judgments concerning him. He 
had some enthusiastic admirers, ^^ho agreed with him in all 
his peculiar views, while there were other blind zealots, %vho 
looked upon him in no other light than as the father of all 
heresies. There w^ere others, again, holding the middle ground 
betwixt these tw'o parties, who, acknowledging his merits in 
relation to the progress of theology, without ovci looking his 
defects, sought with moderation and freedom of spirit to 
separate the true from the false in his w^ritings and doctrines. 
As the Arians could find many things in the works of Origen 
which seemed to furnish them with a foothold for their attacks 
against the Nicene creed; as they appealed, whether rightly 
or wrongly, to many of his assertions as justifying their own 
views: as the system of the Semi- Aria ns propeily derived its 
origin from this father ; all these circumstances would tend to 
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j^Iace in an unfavourable light. The- Marcellus pf 
Ancyra, who has already been mentioned in tne history of 
doctrinal controversies, was the first to attack Origen oi? this 
p^ljTticular side. He represented him as the author ot^ Arian- 
ism. He accused hiih of having stood forth as a theological 
writer while he was still too crude, and after studying the 
writings of the Greek philosophers much more than the Bible, 
whence die mixed up foreign Platonic doctrines with the 
Christian scheme of faith. ^ He very unjustly reproaches 
him, for having commenced Jiis work Uspi with the 

same words with which Plato begins his Gorgias ; though 
these words in Origen, owing to the connection in which 
they occur, receive an entirely different and decidedly Chris- 
tian sense, as Eusebius, the defender of Origen, very properly 
remarks. He objects that Origen gave this work a title 
borrowed from the philosophical use of language ; whence he 
draws the arbitrary conclusion, that the subject-matter, there- 
fore, was derived from the same fountain-head, namely, from 
the Greek philosophy. The g,reat point with Marcellus was, 
to preserve unalloyed the simple doctrine of scripture, which 
led him also to oppose, generally, the too high authority 
ascribed to the older fathers, and to admit of no .other evi- 
dence, in matters of faith, than that of the sacred scriptures.f 

* ... V 

* "Otj ruv ;tara (piXocroipiocv K’S’oerras ko,) ro7s 

XjjfTa; 9r^oOdfj^i)>o; \oyog <7r^o 793 ; dapifhov; KitrxXfi’^itus tO 

iraXv xat (pikdniAOv r^g i^uhv •Ttaihivvicag^ Bdrrov rov 'hiovreg a-^^difjuivog u^o- 
ypdipuyf v^o 7 mv rtjg (piX.o<ro(ptag pea.^nxJ^n 'koyuv xadi riva, 5/ avTovg oh xctXmg 

ytypatpi. Euseb. c. Mai’ceilutn, lib. I. f. 23. Compare "with this what 
we have said iu the second volume (p. 456) respecting the intellectual 
training of Origen. 

f The Ariau Asterius, whom Marcellus controverted, had appealed in 
defence of his doctrine to the VoyfAK S-eoi>f d<rsff ol ffo(pd>ra.rai 
9rar'$^m di‘!fi(pvivuvTi>. There were here two things calculated to revolt 
Marcellus, who was so zealous in maintaining the sole and exclusive 
authority of the divine word : that he should call human teachers fathers, 
and give to their declarations the honour which is due to the sacred 
scriptures alone, and that he should employ the term Idy/uM to denote 
th| divine doctrine. He makes a distinction between Xoypg BiTag and 
'^ayfiia ; a distinction which, though not grounded in the use of 

language among the church- teachers, yet is so in the original significa- 
tion of the terms. His remarkable words are t Ta yx^ mo Voyfmmg 

tvpfm rm dv^^ek/'riyfig fiovXm ri xoti yyiuu^Tig. rmf ovrwg 

fjdkv yifjdiv ixavcHg h '^oyf/MTixi) rcat (contradistinction Of 

dogmatists and empirics) fAotpTv^u vk t«v fiXompuv *'Ori 
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]Jut other erniiieiit chorch-teachers, as, for instance, At^arJa- 
sius, endeavoured 4:o show, that the Arians wrongly cited ‘ 
Ori^ii as on their side. Didymus of Alexarulria defended 
the autlioriry of Origen, whose whole system he had adopt(^d, 
so far as it did not stand in express contradiction with that 
which had been settled and determined in the doctrinal con- 
troversies.^' Basil of Ceesarea and Gregory of Kazianzen 
published, as the result of their common studies,* a Chre- 
stomathy from the writings of Origen, with a view to the 
diffusion of his spiritual ideas, and particularly of his prin- 
ciples of interpretation. I Origen had the greatest influence 
oil the formation of the theological system set forth by 
Gregory of Nyssa, in which we meet once more with many 
of the peculiar ideas of the great church-father, although 
Gregory was a perfectly independent theologian, and repro- 
duced, with the freshness of original thought, whatever he 
learnt from the labours of others. 

Among the monks, especially in Egypt, there were, in the 
fourth century, two parties of* opposite spiritual bents, who 
also stood opposed to each other in their judgment of Origen. 
One of these parties, possessed of a more limited intellectual 
culture, ar^i confined to a rude, fleshly mode of apprehending 
divine things, hated Origen as the zealous opponent of this 
tendency. The venerated Pachomius warned his disciples 
most of all against tlie writings of Origen, because the latter 
was more dangerous than other heretics, since, under the pre- 

trvyKX'/iTM lio^avTot tVi wv 'boyfj,aTa XsySTai, ovSiven 

dyvos7y Ill reference to tlie first, Kusebius opposed to him the 

passage in Dent, xxxii. 7, which, falsely applied as it was, had still 
become classical on this point ; and in reference to the use of the term 

he opposed to him the passage in Ephes. li. 15, where he ex- 
plained the word VQyua,ra. as referring to the doctrines of Christianity : 
though, m fact, it must necessarily be understood of the dogmas of the 
law, and hence was a testimony rather in favour of Marcellus than 
against him. 

^ For the rest, the remark we made concerning the revolution of the 
Alexandrian spirit holds gocnl also of Didymus, as he exhibits himself in 
his work De trinitate. He forms an important link in the development 
of the scheme peculiar to the Alexandrians, as it subsequently expressed 
itself in opposition to the Antiochian system ; and also in the formation 
of the mystical theology, as it afterwards appears in the writings of the 
Pseudo-Dionysius. 

f The 
VOL, IV 
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tence of expounding the holy scriptures, he introduced into 
them his own erroneous doctrines. 'I'he monks of the other 
class, who were possessed of more cultivated minds, and ’ of a 
more contemplative rnystical bent, entertained a liigh respect 
for Origen, in whose works they found ample nourishment for 
their own spiritual tendency. 

Among the former class of monks an individual had received 
his education, who, at the time of the first breaking out of these 
disputes, stood in high estimation on account of tlie zeal for 
piety and orthodoxy whicli he Jiad displayed for a long series 
of years. This was Epiphanius. lie was born in the early 
part of the fourth century, in the village of Besanduk, belong- 
ing to the territory of the city of Eleiitheropolis in Palestine.* 
He had been educated among those Egyptian monks for the 
monastic life, and their narrow intellectual culture was trans- 
mitted to him. After this, he returned home to his native 
country, where he became superintendent of a cloister which 
he founded near the place of his birth, and in the year 367 , 
bishop of Salamis, tiien called Constanjia, metropolis of the 
island of Cyprus. His writings show him to have been a man 
of extensive reading, but quite deficieiit in criticism and in 
logical arrangement, — possessed of sincere piety, but also of a 
very narrow, dogmatical spirit ; — a man who was altogether 
unable to distinguish essentials from non-essentials in doctrinal 
differences, the letter from the spirit in modes of apprehend- 
ing the scheme of faith, and who would be very ready to 
discern a dangerous heresy in every opinion on matters of 
faith that deviated from the one which commonly prevailed ; 
and it was a matter of course, that, to such a man, Origen, 
whom he was incapable of understanding, would appear as the 
most dangerous of false teachers; as, in fact, in his descrip- 
tion and critique of the heresies, he considered it especially 
necessary to warn his readers against him. 

A second eminent teacher of tlie church, who took part in 
these controversies, was Jerome, a person of great merit, on 
account of his researches in biblical literature, and the pains he 
took to promote a more thorough study of the scriptures among 
the people of the West. That he was animated by a warm 
zeal for the cause of the gospel is evinced by the unwearied 


* Sozom. VI. 32 . 
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labours of his long bfe, for v*fhich, during his own life-tWe, lie 
was rewarded froniinany quarters only with ingratitude. But' 
his Ifetter qualities were obscured by the grerd defects of. his 
charact^j by his nivaii passions, his easily- offended vanity, Iiis 
love of controversy and of rule, his pride, so often concealed 
under the garb of humility. His letters and other writings 
testify, beyond doubt, that he knew how to bring home to the 
hearts of others many great truths of practical Christianity, 
which, from the want of Christian self-knowledge and self-con- 
trol, he omitted to set before himself, and apply to his own 
case, on the proper occasions. Let us first cast a glance at the 
earlier history of the life and labours of this remarkable man, 
down to the time when he took part in these controversies. 

Jerome was born at Strydon, on the borders of Dalmatia and 
Pannonia,^ according to the Chronicle of Prosper, in the year 
331, though other marks and evidences seem to point to a date 
some ten years later. At Rome, wdiere the celebrated gram- 
marian Donafus was his teacher, he enjoyed the advantages of 
a good literary educ^^tion ; and there, also, he at an early age 
received baptism. After various journeys, which he was induced 
to undertake in part by his love of knowledge, lie enjoyed for some 
time at Antioch the instructions of the learned Apollinaris, and 
then withdrew from the society of men into the desert of Chal- 
cis in Syria. The inward conflicts wdiich had led him to seek 
the life of seclusion were in his case but rendered the more 
violent in this solitude. He had, until now, chiefly occupied 
himself with the study of the ancient authors, many of whom he 
had taken along with him from Rome. That he should find in 
them a good deal which was unsuited to his then ascetic bent 
of mind, may be well conceived. It is easy to explain also, 
how, in this disturbed, legal tone of mind, his conscience would 
upbraid him on account of his employing so much of his time 
on pagan literature.’ In the opinions entertained of this latter, 
we find in this period tfie most opposite errors. While some — 
either through a misconceived zeal, which, especially in such 
transition-epochs of the inner life, wherein tlie might of Chris- 
tian consciousness asserted itself in a decided manner, might 
easily arise, or through mental indolence, which sought con- 
cealment under the guise of piety — were induced absolutely to 

♦ According to the conjecture of some, Stridova in Hungary, on the 
boundaries of Stiria. 
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shun .al? in-fercourse with ancient literature as something th^t 
belonged to Satan’s kingdom; there were at Rome ecclesi- 
astics who studied the ancient authors even to the neglect of 
hcKy writ.’* The medium between these two opposite mistakes 
was held by such meii as Augustin, who, in his guide to the 
education of the clergy, says that everything true and good 
should be appropriatetl to the service of Christianity ; and that 
even froih the Pagans should be taken the silver and gold 
w^hich, in truth, they had not themselves created, but only 
brouglit to light out of the stores of an omnipresent providence.j 

Now, when Jerome, iii the midst of the severe ascetic disci- 
pline to which he subjected himself, felt his conscience 
reproach him on account of the predilection he had hitherto 
shown for the Pagan literature, we may easily explain how it 
might happen, tliat, in a violent attack of fever brought on by 
his rigid austerities, and his abstinence from food in the Quad- 
rigesimal fasts, his thoughts should shape themselves into that 
vision, which, by his own fault and that of his later antagonist 
(Rufinus), became magnified to an undue importance. He 
thought that lie appeared before the judgment-seat of God. 
When, to the question put to him, he answered, ‘‘I am a 
Christian,’’ it was said, ‘‘thou art not a Christian, but a Cice- 
ronean ; for where thy treasure is there is ,t!iy heart also and 
under the infliction of tlm lash he made a solemn vow never to 
take into his hand another pagan book. This oath he assuredly 
did not consider himself bound strictly to keep, as is proved by 

* As Jerome complains, in his letter to the Roman bishop Damasus, 
ep. 146 (according to Martiaiiay, T. III. f. 160) : At nunc sacerdotes Dei, 
omissis evangeliis et prophetis, videas comcedias legere. 

t Quod eoruin tanquam aurum et argentum, quod non ipsi iustituerunt, 
sed de quibusdam quasi metal 1 is diviuie providentiaj, quaj ubique infusa 
est, eruerunt. ^ De doctrina Christiana, i. II. s. 60. Here belongs also 
the advice which Isidore of Pehisiuin gives to an anagnost in the course 
of training for the spiritual office. He would most profit himself and 
others, if he devoted his whole life to the study of the sacred scriptures, 
hut at the same time also appropriated what he could make use of from 
the ancient literature in the service of Christianity, o<rov xomifiov e» 

^a.thi.va'icaSy w(r^ip n /u^iXkiTToSy tHKtv 

•x‘i^tX6(To(p^Koicn. Lib. il. ep. .3. Among the Greek churcleteachers such 
views were by no means uncommon. The above-mentioned Isidore, 
however, censures an anchorite in reference to his peculiar purpose of 
life, because he spent his time chiefly iu reading the pagau writers. Lib. 
I, ep. 63. 
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the frequent, accurate quotations from ancient autliors in his 
writings ; unless Avti credit the solemn assurance of Jerome* 
himself, in answer to the charge of perjury brought against 
him by*Rufinus, that he made all these citations simply from 
memory. Possibly he differed in his own judgment respecting 
this vision in different moods of mind, passions^, and situations- 
Where he wished to dissuade from the reading of th§ heathen 
authors he represented this as being a supernatural vision * and 
thus furnished liufinus a good reason for accusing him of self- 
contradiction and of perjury.’f And Jerome could adduce no- 
thing in his own vindication, except, first, that he had really 
read no pagan author since his conversion, and cited everything 
from mere memory, — a statement against wiiicli Kufinus could 
urge many plausible objections ; and secondly, that the whole 
was but a dream, and wliat was done in a dream was a thing 
of no account.^ This little trait is not without its importance 
as opening a glimpse into the character of Jerome. Veracity 
or untrustworthiness of cliaracter is often indicated in the 
plainest manner by the merest Prifles. 

As other monks endeavoured to occupy the lower powers of 
nature on various kinds of handicrafts, and thereby to escape 
many inward temptations, so Jerome chose, instead of these, a 
kind of discipline 'w liich came nearer. to his calling, and from 
which he could gain more that would be profitable to the church. 
He learnt from a Jew the Hebrew language. § He was after- 

* Ep. 18 ad Eastochiurn, where he adduces in proof of the reality of 
the thing the liventes scapulas, and that he plagas sensisse post somnura, 
which, in case he remembers rightly, still admits of being easily ex- 
plained. 

f Rufin says, in his iiweciiva against Jerome, 1. II. f. 285, T. V. ed. 
Martianay, not without truth ; Relegantur nunc quaeso qute scribit, si una 
ejus operis pagina est, quae non eum iterum Ciceronianum pronunciet, 
ubi non dicat ; sed Tullius noster, sed Elaccus noster, sed Maro. Jam 
vero Chrysippum et Aristidem, Empedociem, et emtera Grsecorum auc- 
torum nomina, ut doctus videatur et plurima; lectiouis, tanquam fumos et 
nebulas lectoribus spargit. 

\ Htec dicerem, si quippiam vigiians promississem ; nunc autem 
novum impudentise genus objicit mihi somnium meum. Sed tamen qui 
somnium criminatur, audiat prophetarum voces, s tmmiis non esse creden- 
dum. Adv. Rufin. 1. I. f, 385. T. IV, ed. Martianay. 

§ Incentiva vitiorum ardoremque naturae ferre non poteram, quem 
quum crebris jejuniis frangerem. inen.s tamen cogitationibiis aestuabat. Ad 
quam edomaiidain cuidam fratri, qui ex Hebracis crediderat, me in disci* 
plinamdedi. Ep. 95 (or 4) ad Rusticum. 
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wards ordained as a presbyter at Antioch ; and, between the 
years 379 and 380, made a journey to Constantinople, drawn 

the invitation of Gregory Nazianzen. By the latter his 
attention, was first particularly directed to Origen, of whose 
exegetical writings he from this time forward availed himself 
in many ways; and of whose homilies he translated several into 
Latin. Then he journeyed to Rome in 382, on a visit to the 
bishop Damasus, wdth whom at an earlier period he had already 
entered into friendly relations, and the latter availed himself of 
Jiis various knowledge by making Inm his secretary and adviser 
in church matters ; by which office lie must have become very 
accurately versed in ecclesiastical affairs, as the most import- 
ant passed through his own hands.* Here he gained many enthu- 
siastic friends, but made also many violent enemies. As a 
promoter of monasticism in a country where it was as yet but 
little loved, in the great capital where the rigidlyascetic tendency 
came into collision with the propensities and interests of many, 
he could not fail, even on this score, to incur the hatred of 
numbers, both of the clergy and laity; and as he induced 
ladies and maidens of tlie noblest families, by the enthusiasm 
for the ascetic life with which he inspired them, to forsake 
their worldly relations, and in some cases to retire to a life of 
solitude in Palestine, so by this means he vexed and irritated 
some of the most eminent citizens of Rome. To these occasions 
of offence mrfst be added the strong contrast of liis erudition 
with the ignorance which prevailed among many of the Roman 
clergy, which superiority Jerome, in his usual way, took no 
pains to hide, but, on the other hand, endeavoured to make them 
feel ; and also the peculiarly sarcastic manner in which he ex- 
posed and chastised the faults of the worldly-minded clergy in 
Rome, particularly in a widely-circulated letter addressed to 
the nun Eustochiurn ; so that Rufinus afterwards accused him 
of putting weapons into the hands of the Pagans against the 
Christians. f But as long as Damasus lived Jerome was 
sufficiently protected by his authority. But, as he died in the 

Jerome, ep. H (or 91 ) ad Ageruchiam : Cum in chartis ecclesias- 
ticis juvarem Damasum et orientis atque occidentis synodicis congulta- 
tionibus respoiiderem. 

t Rufinus, 1. II. invectiv. : Ea qum gentiles falso in nos conferre cri- 
mina putabantur ista vera esse, Imo multo pejora a nostris geri quam 
illi criminabantur asseruit. Certainly an unjust charge. 
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year 384, and .his successor Siriciiis seems not io have.beerwso 
favourably disposed, towanis Jerome, he saw himself und^r the. 
necciisity of yielding to the great number of his enemies, and 
he determined to witlidraw from Babylon, as he was accustoftj^d 
from this time forth 1o denominate Rome.^ 

Betldehem, the place of resort for many monks, now became 
the seat of his activity, where, under his guidance, young men 
were educated b. sacred studies, and where, by the cotnposition 
of his voluminous works, relating chieflj^ to the exposition of 
the sacred scriptures, he made himself extremely useful to the 
whole Western church. The like services, which had been ren- 
dered to the Oriental church by Origen, in correcting the 
original text of the New Testament, and the Greek translation 
of the 01(1, Jerome rendered to the West by his corrections of 
the Latin version of the Bible, now become greatly distorted 
by the blending together of dillerent translations, the mixing 
up with each other of the different gospels, and the ignorance 
of transoribers.f Summoned to the task by the Roman bishop 
Damasus, who perceived the ijeed of such a correction of the 
text, he had alread}^ while at Rome, amended the translation 
of the gospels, and completed the same task on the version of 
the Fsalijis. At Bethlehem, supported by the Hexapla of 
Origen, tvhich he obtained from the library at Caesarea, he ex- 
tended this work to the whole Bible. Even this was a bold 
undertaking, by which he must expose himself to be loaded 
with reproaches on the part of those who, in their ignorance, 
which they identified with a pious simplicity,;}; were wont to 
condemn every deviation from the traditional text, however 
necessary or salutary it might be. They w^ere very ready to 
see, in any change of the only text which was known to them, 
a falsification, without inquiring. any farther into the reason of 
the alteration. § And yet here he had in his favour the au- 

Ep. 99 ad Asellum, when just ready to embark : Ora, ut de Baby- 
lone Hierosolymam regrediar. And in the preface to his translation of 
the tract by Didymus on the Holy Spirit ; Cum in Baby lone versarer et 
purpuratae meretricis essem colonus. 

f Tot exemplaria quot codices, says Jerome, ep. 125 ad Damasum. 

X A class of men widely diffused in the western church, against 
whom Jerome says many excellent things in defence of employing 
science in the service of the church. Piscatorum se discipulos asserentes, 
quasi idciro sancti sint, si nihil scierint. Ep. 102 ad Marcellum. 

§ Jerome in b's preface to Damasus; Quis enim doctus pariter vel 
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thcrity pf a- Koman bishop, as well as the fact, that in this ca^e 
it wel 4 impossible to oppose to him a transbtion establi^hed and 
transmitted by ecclesiastical authority, or a divine inspiration 
of^the text hitherto received. 

But he must have given far greater offence by another useful 
undertaking; viz., a new version of the Old Testament, not 
according to the Alexandrian translation, which before this 
had alone been regarded, but according to the Hebrew. This 
appeared to many, even of those wha did not belong to the 
class of ignorant persons, a great piece of impiety, to pretend 
to understand the Old Testament better than the seventy in- 
spired interpreters — better than the Apostles who had followed 
this translation, and who would have given another translation 
if they had considered it to be necessary — to allow one’s self 
to be so misled by Jews, as for their accommodation to falsify 
the writings of the Old Testament.* 

At that time there was formed, in and about Jerusalem, a 
noble society of like-minded theologians, who agreed together 
in their zeal for the advancement of theological science. With 
Jerome lived, on terms of the most intinlate union, the friend 
of his youth, the presbyter Rufinus of Aquileia, who was 
residing at Jerusalem with the bishop John, with ^whom he 
stood in the most friendly relations. All three shared in the 
same love for the writings of Origen. Jerome had, indeed, 
sought to make several of his works more widely known in the 
Western church by means of translations, and had in his pre- 
faces spoken of him with the greatest admiration. The spi- 
ritual bent of Jerome was beyond all question quite different 
from that of Origen. Certainly, he had never made himself 
master of his whole doctrinal system, as, in general, he was 
destitute of the mental impulse to form a system. His peculiar 
intellectual discernment was directed rather on particulars 
than on the general principles. And it might be for this very 
reason that, in making use of Origen in his biblical commen- 
taries, he adopted several of his expositions, which were of 

indoctas, cum in manus volumen nssuraserit, et a saliva qiiara semel im- 
bibcrit, viderit discrepare quod loctitat, non statirn erumpitin voces ^ tnc 
falsariura, me damans esse sacriiegum, qui audeam aliquid in veternm 
libris addere, mutare, corrigere. 

* All this Rufinus strenuously urges against Jerome in the second 
book of his invective : Istud nefas quomodo expiabitur, ipsam legem per- 
vertere in aliud, quam Apostoli tradiderunt. * 
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§uch a kind to agree neither with his own oi her •view# of 
the faith no^ with the dc^minant church system, wii bout 'deem-. 
iug»it necessary to utter a word of warning until his attention 
had bet'll directed by others to this opposition ef views. 'But 
free and unfettered as Jerome was on* this side, while he was 
left to himself, he could, nevertheless, easily be made narrow 
and •confined by causes without himself, when anything was 
pointed out to iiim which was opposed to the orthodoxy of 
the church, and he had reason to apprehend he might be sus- 
pected of any such thing himself. Anxiously solicitous for 
the reputation of his orthodoxy, he was on this side extremely 
sensitive. 

Now it happened, about the year 394, that among the many 
who made the pilgrimage from the West to the holy cities in 
Palestine, several of the zealots for tlie letter of the church 
scheme ot doctrine, such as Aterbius, and still later Vigilan- 
tius, were among the number. They had always been used to 
hear Origen spoken of as one of the most dangerous of false 
teachers, without knowing anything more of him ; and Jience 
they were greatly ttlarmed when they were compelled to ob- 
serve that the writings of this father were here so much read, 
and thaU his name was held in such high veneration. These 
zealots, then, could not refrain from giving free utterance to 
their fears. The I ishop John and lluhnus were not so ready 
to give wa3" and indulge these peophj as Jerome was. It was 
of great importance to the latter to take care that no suspicion 
of his orthodoxy should be whispered in the Roman and 
Western church. He was ready, therefore, to justify himself 
by joining in the sentence of condemnation against the false 
doctrines of Origen, which he might do without relinquishing 
his own convictions, though, were it not for this outward chal- 
lenge, he would never, perhaps, have felt himself con-strained 
to do any such thing. Subsequent to this time Jerome was 
more cautious, it is true, in expressing his judgments con- 
cerning Origen ; but he still continued to declare himself 
respecting him with a wise moderation, saying that, on the 
maxim of Paul, which directs us to prove all things, and hold 
fast that which is good, he endeavoured to make the same 
use of Origen as he did of other biblical expositors, appro- 
priating what was valuable in his writings, while lie avoided 
^his errors. 
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Y,et l^e makes it quite manifest, that if no mid-way course 
could be allowed to exist betwixt the extravagant admirers 
and the ail -condemning opponents of Origen, he would pre- 
fer joiiiiiig himself to the latter, because tii^ were the most 
pious.* .On this principle Jerome actually proceeded, yield- 
ing to the zealots for orthddoxy, and espousing their side, 
since thej'- would allow of no neutrality and no middle ground. 
In addition to this, there were also sources of personal irrita- 
tion, the influence of wliicli, in a person of his sensitive and 
passionate temper, easily intermingled with the doctrinal 
interest. 

The cry against the Origenistic heresies at Jerusalem 
alarmed and disturbed the aged Epiphanius, who, in respect to 
such matters, was as excitable as he was credulous. He came 
himself to Jerusalem in 394, where he was received by the 
populace with great demonstrations of respect, aqd, as was 
alleged against him by the bishop John, gave way perhaps too 
much to these respectful attentions, fie strenuously insisted, 
in his interviews with the bishop Jolin, that he ought to con- 
demn Origen, the father of Arius and of all other heresies. 
The bishop explained that he was accustomed in reading 
Origen to separate the true from the false, but he avoided en- 
tering into any doctrinal investigations with Epi])hanius, whose 
prejudices he would hardly have been able to overcome, and 
with whom he could hardly have come U> any understanding 
on this matter. Epiphanius, however, preached a discourse, 
in which he inveighed with great warmth against the de- 
fenders of Origen’s false doctrines, so that, as it was doubtless 
well understood whom he meant, disturbances were to be ap- 
prehended. The bishop John warned liim, therefore, through 
his arch-deacon, during the delivering of the sermon. After- 
wards John himself preached against the anthropomorphites. 
Epiphanius next mounted the pulpit and joined in the con- 
demnation of anthropomorphism, but declared that it was 
necessary also to condemn the Origenists. 

Displeased with what had taken place at Jerusalem, and 
still more confirmed in his suspicion that at Jerusalem the 
Origenistic party was dominant, he betook himself^ to the 
monks at Bethlehem, where his influence was unbound^. He 

See ep. 75 (26) ad Vigilantium, ep. 76 ad TranquiUinam. 
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jvarried them again having any fellowship wirh dip erroneons 
doctrines ehtertained at Jerusalem, and subsequently* often, 
repeated thivS warning. A part of the monks separated them- 
selves .from all church-fellowship with the bishop John. 
Under these circumstances, Epiphanids took a step w hich, at 
a time of such great excitement, he ought above all tilings to 
have avoided, and which, as the case stood, certainly exposes 
him to the suspicion of a set design. He ordained*as a pres- 
byter Paullinianus, Jerome’s brother — as he affirmed, without 
any preconcerted plan — in a cloister belonging to his own dio- 
cese ; and the latter could now perform the priestly functions 
for the monks in Bethlehem, so that they were no longer under 
the necessity of having recourse for these purposes to Jeru- 
salem. TJie bishop J ohn might verj^ properly complain of it as 
a violation of ecclesiastical rules, that a foreign bishop should 
ordain an ecclesiastic from his own diocese. A violent con- 
troversy in writing ensued, in which John complained solely 
of Epiphanius’ love of rule and disorderly conduct, avoiding 
{IS much as possible all mention of doctrinal matters, while 
Epiphanius made tlfe latter the i)rincipal topic of his remarks, 
and called upon the bishop John to clear himself from the sus- 
picion oi‘ holding to the errors of Origen. Jerome embraced 
with eagerness the party of E])iphanius, and thus the ancient 
tie of friendship w: severed. Tlie bishop Jolm applied with 
his complaints to Alexandria and to Rome. Jerome wrote to 
both churches in defence of the common cause. Jn vain did 
the bishop Tleophilus of Alexandria endeavour, through his 
presbyter Isidore — who was himself, however, as an Origenist, 
suspected by the party of Epiphanius and Jerome — to bring 
about a reconciliation. Yet, near the close of the year 396, 
the matter had progressed so far, that Jerome and Rufinus be- 
came reconciled at the altar, and the peace of the church in 
this country was once more restored. 

But although the friendly relations between Jerome and 
Rufinus seemed outwardly to be restored ag{t|n, yet the com- 
munion of spirits which had once been disturbed, certainly 
could not be so easily renewed, especially in the case of 
so irritable and suspicious a person as Jerome. It needed but 
a slight occasion to tear open again the slightly-healed wound | 
and this was given by Rufinus, though without any intention on 
his part, yet certainly not without his fault. Iji the year 397 
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he retnrped from his travels back to the West, and repaired to 
Pome! There he was induced, as he says, by the wishes of' 
his friend JMacarius * (who being engaged in writing a Work 
agaiiist tiie astrological fate, was desirous of learning the 
views of'Origen on this subject) to translate Origeifs work 
Ilept into Latin. Now this, after what bad taken place 

before, w^as manifestly a very unwise undertaking. This book, 
of all others, was directly calculated to stir up anew the nar- 
row-minded zealots of the Roman church against Origen ; and 
as the peculiar ideas of this work were so perfectly alien from 
the theological spirit of the Roman church, no good whatever 
would result from making it known by a translation. . But 
Ruhnus did not even furnish the means for studying and un- 
derstanding Origen as a historical phenomenon. He himself 
was too much carried away with wonder at the great man, and 
too much fettered by the dependence of his own mind on the 
dominant scheme of the church, to be able rightly to under- 
stand Origen in his theological development, lie was too 
little acquainte{i with the relation of the hidden depths of the 
Christian life and consciousness to the progressive evolution of 
the conception of them in time, to be able to form any correct 
judgment of the relation of Origen^s theology to the church 
scheme of doctrine in liis own age. Pie took the liberty to 
modify the doctrines of Origen, especially in those passages 
which had reference to the Trinity, according to the decisions 
of the council of Nice; but he frankly eonfesseg, also, in tlie 
preface to his translation, that in such places hi has not ren- 
dered the sense of Origen according to the existing readings. 
Only he affirms that he had introduced no foreign matter, but 
had simply restored tiie original reading, which had been cor- 
rupted by heretics, as the harmony ivith other passages re- 
quired. But then, as he did not consistently carry through 
even this method, but left many passages unaltered, which 
sounded no less heretical to these times, so he exposed himself 
none the less to ie accused by the zealots of having found then 

* From this Roman writer (in distinction from two famous monks of 
the same name, belonging to the Scetic desert in Egypt) Gennadius, who 
represents him, however, perhaps wrongly, to have been a monk (c. 28 
de V. J.), mentions a liber adversus mathematicos, in which he had made 
gpeat use of the Greek church-teachers, which agrees with the testimony 
of Buhnus. 
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in those passages ijothing which would be considered, as hgie- 
tical, — in spite of Jiis prot^^stotions, that, in this tranfelatloii, it, 
wasmot his design to exhiliit his own views, Ijnt tlie original 
doctrir^es of Origen, and that nothing else was tr. bo learned 
from it but these. ^Vt the same time, ’though perfectly aware 
of Jerome’s excitable temper, and of the narrow and passion- 
ate spirit which characterized his principal friends at Rome, 
he was still imprudent enough to refer in his preface to the 
jiraise bestowed on Origen by Jerome, and to the similar 
plan of translating his works into Latin, which tlie latter had 
adopted. 

Scarcely was there time for this translation and preface to 
become knowm in Rome, when it excited among those people 
the most vehement feelings of surprise and displeasure. Two 
noble Romans, Psammacliius and Ocean us, who had kept up a 
correspondence with Jerome ever since the period of his resi- 
dence in Rome, were extremely concerned for the reputation 
of his orthodoxy, and hastened to inform him of the scandal 
given to the Christians at Ronje by Rufinus, They called upon 
him, by a faitiiful ttanslation of that work, to exhibit Origen 
in his true colours, and to clear himself from the suspicion of 
entertaining the same doctrines of Origen, w hich Rufinus had 
cast upon him.* Jerome wrote back in a tone of high-wrought 
excitement to his t^'- r, friends and to Rufinus. Even at present, 
however, h(‘ continued to express himself with the same mode- 
ration concerning Origen ; he spoke highly of his great gifts, 
of his Christian ardour, of his merits as an expounder of the 
Scriptures : — a*nd he pronounced those to be the worst enemies 
of the great man, who had taken pains to publish those writings 
of his which ought to have remained concealed. “ L^t us 
not,” said he, imitate the faults of the man wdiose excel- 
lences lie beyond our reach.” But the relations betwixt Jerome 
and Rufinus grew continually more hostile, and both of them 
in controversial, or, more properly speaking, abusive tracts, 
full of passionate language, forgot their dignity both as theo- 
logians and as Christians ; as Augustin had the frankness to 
tell Jerome, when lie called upon idin for their own sakes, and 
out of respect to the weak, for whom Christ died, to put an 

* ... 

* Ep. 40. Purga ergo siispiciones homiuum, et convince crimmantena, 

ne si dissimulaveris, consentire videaris. 
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end- to thes.e* reviliiig-s.^ The influence of Jerome’s powerful 
.patrons, in Rome, however, could not hinder Riifinus from being 
justified by a letter addressed to Iiini from the Roman bii^op 
Siricius. The more zealously, therefore, did they exert them- 
selves to 'excite a more ’unfriendly feeling towards Rufinus in 
the mind of Anastasius, wfio, in the year 399, succeeded 
Siricius. But it was chiefly the influence of Marcella, a widow, 
and ancierft friend of Jerome, which contributed to inspire in the 
mind of this Roman bishop (who, according to Ids own 
confession,! had, until now, heard but little or nothing about 
Origen) great anxiety and solicitude with regard to the spread 
of the Origenistic heresies. Rufinus was summoned before his 
tribunal. He excused himself, it is true, on account of his 
great distance, and for other reasons, from personally making 
his appearance at Rome ; but he sent in a letter of defence and 
justification, containing a full and explicit confession of his 
faith, appealing to the fact that on the question respecting the 
origin of the soul notiiiug had as yet been determined by the 
church ; and declaring that he, &s a translator, was in nowise 
responsible for the assertions of the writer translated by him. 
Anastasius, in the public declarations which he thereupon 
made, expressed himself with great violence against Origen, 
and also unfavourably towards Rufinus. Meantime, however, 
the controversy respecting Origen had taken a turn wdiich led 
to far more important consequences than would otherwise have 
followed it, and which combined with it such an interest of 
another sort as caused its original object to be forgotten. 

We have remarked already, in an earlier part of this history, 
that the patriarch Theojihilus, of Alexandria, had endeavoured 
to effect a reconciliation betwixt the two contending parties in 
this controversy. He was at first closely connected with the 

* Vide Augustin, ep. 73, s. 8. Heu mihi, qui vos alicubi simtil in- 
venire non possum, forte ut moveor, ut doleo, ut timeo, prociderem ad 
pedes vestras, flerem (luantum valerem, rogarem quantum amarem, nunc 
unumquemque vestrum pro seipso, nunc utrumque pro alterutro, et pro 
aliis, et maxime infirmis, pro quibus Christus mortuus est. 

f The words of Anastasius, in his letter to the bishop John, are be- 
yond question very obscure, and the sense cannot be given with cer- 
tainty : Origines autem antea et quis fuerit, et in quse processerit verba, 
nostrum propositum nescit. 

'X Jerome, in ep. 9G ad Principiam, pronounces it the peculiar glory of 
the deceased Marcella ; Damnationis haereticorum hsec fuit principiam. 
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Qrigenistic party among the Egyptian monks; a*s tke a^ed 
presbyter Tsillore, win? had great influence with liiui, belonged , 
to tMs party ; and he agreed with them in opposing timt crass 
and sensuous mode of apprehending divine thing-, which pre- 
vailed amongthe so-called A^dkro^o^norphites^ the moiilcsof the 
Scetic desert. But on the principles of this inuividual little 
dependence couhd be placed ; for worldly interests and 
passions had more power over him than principles and rational 
convictions, and he was unfavourably known under a name 
signifying a man of instability, who was wont to accommodate 
himself to the change of circumstances."^ 

As the bishops of Alexandria, in the programmes Avith which 
at the feast of Epiphany they made known the precise time of 
the Easter festival next to be celebrated, were accustomed to 
unfold such particular topics of Christian faith and practice as 
were adapted to the times ; so, in the year 399, Theophilus 
chose for this purpose to combat the rude sensuous notiojis 
respecting that which constituted God^s image in man, and — 
what was closely connected with this j)oint — respecting the 
divine essence itself.* Now this, certainly was by no means the 
best way to instruct and convince the monks who Avere addicted 
to those (erroneous doctrines ; for, as the case really was AAnth 
them, being for the most part men wholly Avithout cultiA ation, 
and coming from loAver ranks of society, and quite devoid 
of all sense for matters purely spiritual, it was impossible for 
them to apprehend that which was contained in their religious 
consciousness in any other Avay than in forms of conception 
borrowed Avholly from sense : and this sensuous form of appre- 
hension had become so fused and blended Avith the matter of 
their religious consciousness, that he Avho robbed them of the 
one, seemed also to deprive them of the other. Hence it Avas 
that the discourse of Theophilus met, among* the Scetic monks, 
with a* reception so expressive of violent indignatioii, that but 
one abbot, namely, Paphnutius, had the boldness to read it 
publicly, and this reading produced among the monks a violent 
ferment. At the head of the Anthroponiorplntes in this dis- 
trict, stood Serapion, a monk whose rigidly abstemious life had 
procured for him the highest reverence and respect. Already 
it had become a matter of rejoicing, that the united labours of 

* 'O o terms applied to one who is accustomed to 

wear his cloak acconUng to the wind. 
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mauy iri^iyrtluals, who entered with him into a comparison of 
^cripthre passages, had been so far crowned with success, as 
that Serapion seemed to be convinced his notions of the dif/ine 
image and of the divine essence were not tenable ; but as they 
were about to unite together in a prayer of thanks for this 
happy issue, and Serapion kneeled down for prayer with the 
rest, he missed tlie image under which he was wont to adore 
the God present to his heart, and felt that he was still unable 
to dispense with it. With the customary symbol, it seemed to 
him that the being whom he worshipped under this symbol, 
was himself taken aw'ay. Full of despondency, the old man 
exclaimed with tears, Poor wretch that I am ! They have 
taken away my God. On whom shall I now depend? To 
whom shall I pray A fierce troop of savage monks next 
hastened to Alexandria, and threatened Theophilus, whom they 
denounced as an atheist, with death. Theophilus, with whom 
prevarication and falsehood cost but little, contrived to soothe 
them in a most unworthy manner, saying to them, “ In you 1 
behold the countenance of God.” This appeared to the monks 
to be a confirmation of their notions of tli'e divine image, and 
even by this remark they were somewhat pacified. Yet they 
required also of the patriarch, ihat he should concjpmii the 
godless Origen, and in this, too, he yielded to their demands.t 
At that time, Theophilus doubtless yielded only because he 
was forced to do so by the frantic demands of these blind 
zealots, but not with any design of abiding by this forced 
declaration. By degrees, however, the temper and disposition 
of his mind underwent, through influences from without, an 
entire change towards the Origenistic monks. This party had 
its principal seat in the caverns and cells of the Salt-Petre 
mountain which bordered on the Scetic desert. Here for a 
series of years had resided the deacon Evagrius of Pontus, 
famous on account of his ascetic writings, which were exten- 
sively read not only in the Greek Church, but after they had 
been translated into Latin by Rufinus, even in the church of 
the West. I At the head of this party stood, at this time, the 

* See the account by Cassian, an eye-witness. CoUat. 10. 

f See Sozom. VIII. 11. 

X lie was a disciple of the two men who had a great influence on the 
monastic life as it was in this desert, and who stood in high veneration. 
Macarius, who was surnamed AlyC^rtoSi and Macarius, who, from being a 
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^oiir brothers,* Dioscurus, Ammonius, Eusebius, ap(L EuAy- 
mius, well known muler iho name of tlie tall brothers (aoeX^ot- 
— pious men, though not wholl)^ exempt from a cer- 
tain fanatical, ascetic tendency. Theupliilus, vviio was veiy 
friendly to these men, was desirous of ghining them o’^er to the 
service of the church, for which, hoAvever, they hatl no inclina- 
tion.* At length he compelled Dioscurus to assume the office 
of bishop of Ilevmopolis in Egypt ; — to two others h^ gave the 
place of stewards (okhvo/iot) in his own church. But precisely 
in the administration of t/iis office, tfiey had occasion to experi- 
ence so many things derogatory to the bishop’s character, wiiich 
filled them with disgust, while, at the same time, these honest 
men feared they should* contract some defilement on their own 
souls, that nothing could prevent them from hastening back to 
their own beloved seclusion, under the pretext that they were 
no longer able to endure the city life. But Theophilus pene- 
trated their real motive, and on this ground alone was greatly 
incensed. Added to this was the influence of another occur- 
rence. The presbyter Isidore, already mentioned, a friend of 
those monks, and suf)erintendent of an alms-house in Alexan- 
dria— a man now eighty years old — had received from a 
wealthy jvidow the sum of a thousand gold pieces, for the 
purpose of purchasing clothing for the poor females in Alex- 
andria. In handing over the money she had made him pro- 
mise not to mention the matter to tlie bishop, whose all-grasp- 
ing and all-expending rage for biiiidiiig* slie was afraid of. 
The discovery of this secret aroused the whole wrath of Theo- 
philus against Isidore. f Under the pretext of false charges he 

native of Alexandria, was called Under the name of the 

former we have fifty homilies, w hich indeed are not quoted by the 
ancient writers as his, but which harmorize perfectly with the peculiar 
Christian bent of this monasticism. 

* 'O ^pv<ro/:Aa.v7}s ko.) — SO he is Called by Isidore of Pelusitsm, 

1. 1, ep. 152. 

f Such is the account of the warm friend of Clirysostom and of the 
Origenistic monks the bishop Palladius of Helenopolis in Bithynia, in 
his dialogical narrative of Chrysostom’s life. 0pp. Chrysost. ed. Mont. 
T. XIII. The account by Sozomen, VIII. 12, serves to confirm the 
former, for it seems to presuppose this as the original one. According 
to Sozomen’s account, for instance, Theophilus demanded of Isidore part 
of a large sum of money which had been given hinq for the purpose 
of expending it on church buildings; but Isidore declined to give it up, 
because it was better, he said, to use the money in behalf of the living 
VOL. IV. 2 H 
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pepjecufeed Idm with the utmost violence, deposed him froiji 
diis office, and excommunicated him from -the church, till at 
last the persecuted Isidore took refuge among the monks in 
the desert of Nitria. TJiese having received their , ancient 
friend, drew down on themselves the vengeance of Theophilus, 
whose feelings were already embittered towards them. For 
the purpose of gratifying these revengeful feelings, Theopliil us 
took sides with the zealots against Origen, first \N'ith tlie An- 
thropomorphites of the Scetic desert, wliose fury he excited 
against the Origenists ; and with Jerome and EpipJianius. He 
found no difficulty, at several synods convened in Alexandria 
subsequent to tlie year 399,'*^ to prevail upon bishops, in part 
already inclined by their own narrow zeal, to stigmatize 
Origen as a heretic, and in part accustomed to serve as the 
blind tools of their patriarch, to unite with himself in pro- 
nouncing sentence of condemnation on the doctrines and the 
writings of Origen, and in forbidding them to be read. As 
the monks were not disposed to yield a blind obedience to 
these decrees, Theophilus seized upon this as a pretext for 
calling upon the Fi’gefect of Eg}^pt foi^ an armed band to 
attack them. I They were fallen upon in thejr peaceful 
retreats, where for a long series of years they hacf lived in 
quiet seclusion, shamefully abused, and forced to disperse. 
Eighty of these persecuted men fled from their desert to one 
place and another, but could nowhere find a lionie ; since 
Theophilus sent after them letters dictated by violent passion 
and malicious cunning, in which he seized upon many extra- 
vagances of fanatical asceticism (which he had before been very 
ready to overlook) for the purpose of rendering them suspected 
as wild and dangerous enthusiasts. At length they resolved 
to seek redress from the imperial court at Constantinople j in 

temple of God. True, this account is referred back to the Origenistic 
monks, the same source from which Sozomen’s acquaintance had heard it ; 
but the predicates which Isidore applies to Theophilus render the thing 
very credible. Isidore of Pelusium also traces the whole to the hostility of 
Tlieophilus towards the other Isidore: Tviv <j-ov h}ji.uyvfAov 
xhmv xcct 'hvafjumta.v. The other causes which are stated of the hostility 
of Theophilus, may have first given occasion for his altered tone 
towards Isidore. 

*** Sulpicius Sevems (Dial. i. 6) mentions several synods. 

t Sulpicius Severus, who at that time was residing in this country, says, 
(Dialog, i. c. 7 x) Scaevo exemplo ad regendam ecclesim disciplinam prte- 
fecths assumitur. 
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bopesj too, that thV well-known Christian philanthropy of#the 
Sisiiop of the residanbal city, John Chrysostom J who was not. 
less*favourably known for Jiis reckless zeal against all wrong 
and injustice, than for his brilliant eloquence, v. ouid serve. 4o 
defend them against tne unrighteous fuVy of their adversaries. 
But before we proceed to the farther development of these 
events, we must throw a glance at the life of the great man, 
who was thus drawn into a participation in these disputes. 

He was born at Antioch in the year 347. His pious mother, 
Anthusa, who, being early left a widows devoted herself entirely 
to his education, was to him what Monica was to Augustin. 
But the seeds of faith, sown in his infant mind, were not, as in 
the case of Augustin, long kept in check by the predominance 
of wild passions ; and without experiencing such violent storms 
and struggles in his more gentle soul, he was enabled to de- 
velop himself with a quiet and gradual progress, under many 
favourable influences, as we have already remarked (p. 417). 
Through a rich inward experience, he dived into the under- 
standing of the holy scriptures ; and a prudent method of 
interpretation on logical and grammatical principles, kept him 
in the right track in deriving the spirit from the letter of the 
sacred vojume. His profound and simple, yet fruitful homiletic 
method of treating the holy scriptures, shows to what extent he 
was indebted to both, and how, , in his case, both cooperated 
together. 

By the study of the ancients he secured to himself the ad- 
vantage of a harmonious mental and rhetorical culture, which 
in his case was ennobled by the divine principle of life drawn 
from the goi^pel. A heart full of the love which flows from 
faith, gave to his native eloquence, cultivated by the study of 
the ancients, its animating charm. 

The man who had been thus educated for the office of a 
preacher, laboured twelve years, from 386 onw'ard, wdth burn- 
ing zeal, as a presbyter under the bishop Flavian of Antioch ; 
and the latter, in consideration of his distinguished gifts, had 
entrusted to his particular care the religious instruction and 
edification of the church. The sermons which he there 
preached show how^ earnestly alive he was to the duty of pro- 
moting not a formal orthodoxy, but vital Christianity ; to 
expose the vanity of a merely outward Christianity, and to 
♦ The admiration of his eloquence soon gave him this surname. 

2 H 2 
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destroy all confidence in it. With a freedom* and boldness 
-which feared no consequences, he inveighed against the pre- 
vailing corruptions in every rank of society, even when they 
appeared under a Christian guise. In Antioch he had won 
the affections of many, to ydioni his labours had proved a 
blessing ; and the hatred of individuals, who felt themselves 
too roughly handled by his discourses, could, under these 
circumstances, do him no injury. 

But a wider and more splendid, though, at the same time, a 
far more dangerous and unquiet field of labour was opened for 
him, when Eutropius, who, at that time, possessed unbounded 
influence at the imperial court, and who, happening to be one 
of his hearers on a certain occasion, was quite carried away by 
his eloquence, was the occasion of his being called, in the 
year 397, to the bishopric of Constantinople. Peculiarly 
dangerous was this field for a man of his freedom of spirit, so 
used to chastise every form of ungodliness without respect of 
persons — a man who, in his impatient indignation at wicked- 
ness and zeal for oppressed innocence, could not stop to mea- 
sure his words by the rules of prudence,' The way in which 
he diminished the pomp and state of the episcopacy, for the 
purpose of devoting what was thus saved to benevolent insti- 
tutions, displeased the people of Constantinople, who were so 
fond of display, and excited the discontent of those whose 
selfish interests were injured thereby. Worldly-minded eccle- 
siastics and monks, whom he reminded of their duty, became 
his enemies. At a visitation of the churches, which he was 
obliged to make at Ephesus, in the year 400, on account of 
certain disputes and the difficulties which grew out of them, 
he greatly contributed, by the severity with which he sought 
to enforce respect for the ecclesiastical laws, so often violated 
by reason of the prevailing worldly interest, to increase the 
number of his enemies, especially among the higher ranks of 
the clergy. Doubtless it may have been the case, also, that 
in certain moments of vehement indignation against sin, which 
proceeded however from the purest motives, he allowed Mm* 
self to be transported beyond measure ; and too rashly under- 
taking to promote the right and to punish what was bad, did 
not always pay due respect to existing forms. Perhaps, too, 
he may have occasionally placed too much confidence in his 
arch-deacon Serapion, a passionate man, and been persuaded 
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him to .the adoption of measures which had* not -been 
carefully weighed. 

!Not less surely must he in various ways have excited against 
him thef most povveirul personages about court, by the .manner 
hi which he chastised the jirevailing vices and took part with 
the innocent against their oppressors. Eutropius himself, who 
in the most insol i^nt manner abused his powder to the ruin of 
many, was the first to become his violent enemy ; but when 
the prophetic w^arnings of the man who alone dealt honestly 
with him, were verified, and he saw himself at the lowest ebb 
of fortune, forsaken by all, Chrysostom was his only protector 
at the altar of the church, to which he had fled for refuge 
from the infuriated populace. 

The ambitious and covetous empress Eudoxia often fell into 
violent transports of rage against Chrysostom, which she vented 
in the most bitter threats, when she imagined herself to be 
aimed at by anything he had uttered in his sermons ; when he 
protected orphans and widows from her own avarice or resent- 
ment, or from that o^^her favourites ; when he opposed the acts 
of injustice of wdiich she w^as the author, and addressed her 
conscience with the earnest sincerity of a bishop. Thus, there 
had growfi up at Constantinople a party of ill disposed ecclesi- 
astics and nobles, men and w’omen, in opposition to the man of 
truly pious and noble feelings ; and sometimes this party was 
led on by the empress herself, whose superstitious fears, how- 
ever, often compelled her to become reconciled again to the 
venerated bishop. 

It happened precisely at an interval of this sort, when Chry 
sostom stood on good terms with the empress, that the monks 
above-mentioned arrived at Constantinople. They entreated 
the bishop to grant them protection, declaring to him, that if 
he refused it, they would be forced to apply immediately to the 
emperor. Chrysostom knew how to unite what was required 
of him by Christian charity with the circumspection of Chris- 
tiap prudence.^ He wished and hoped he might be able to 
settle the difficulty in the wdsest way by offering his own 
mediation to bring about a reconciliation between Theophilus 

* If we may credit the report of Palladius, bishop of Heleaopolis, who 
wrote, indeed, as a prejudiced friend of Chrysostom, but is confirmed* 
however, though he reports many things alone, at least in part by the 
authorities of Socrates and Sozomen. 
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and these unfortunate men ; and in order to this it was neces- 
sary for him to avoid any step which might offend the, man 
irritable cliaracter was well known to him. He gave 
the monks a friendly reception ; he assigned them a place of 
abode, and one of the pious females who were accustomed, 
under his direction, to devote their pro])erty or the labour of 
their haiKls to works of Christian charity, provided for their 
bodily wants ; but in compliance with the ecclesiastical rules, 
he refused to admit them to the communion, since they had 
been excommunicated by their bishop. In a letter wdiich he 
wrote in their behalf to the bishop Theophilus, he earnestly 
besought the latter to pardon the monks, as a favour to him- 
self; but Theophilus, instead of paying any attention to this 
reqiiest, immediately despatched certain persons to Constan- 
tinople for the purpose of lodging an accusation against the 
monks. The latter now proceeded, on their part, to bring a 
number of aggravated charges against their bishop. Ciirysos- 
tom sent a report of this to Theophilus, informing him that it 
would be out of his power to prevent them from applying with 
their complaints to ti]e emperor himself. By this Theophilus 
was still more excited ; especially, as he had been told by per- 
song who w'cre very desirous of stirring up a quarrel bettveen 
him and Chrysostom, that the latter had admitted the monks 
to the communion, and thus declared null the sentence which 
Theophilus had pronounced against them. In his reply, 
Theophilus reminded Chrysostom that according to the fifth 
canon of the Council of Nice,* every bishop was bound to 
recognize as valid the sentence of excommunication pro- 
nounced by another, till its injustice was proved by a new 
investigation, which, however, could be commenced and 
carried through only in the church diocese in which the 
difficulty had occurred. By this law, it is true, cases like the 
present one stood a very uneven chance ; for how' could the 
poor monks in the church diocese of Theophilus, where every- 
thing was so entirely dependent on himself, hope to find any- 
where among the bishops an equitable decision ? Chrysostom 
now endeavoured to extricate himself from the whole affair. 
But the monks availed themselves of a favourable moment to 
lay their petition before the empress Eudoxia, in which they 

* Compare the account by Palladius with the words of Chrysostom 
Mmself, in his first letter to Innocent bishop of Rome, s. 2. 
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proposed that .the 4)ishop of the imperial residence shoulc^‘he 
nominated judge in.liils matter, and that Tlieophilus' should be 
compelled to appear before his tribunal. The empress, in 
whom !|uperstition and immorality wrought in concert togeth^, 
placed great store on die blessing of such monks. To obtain 
this she received their petition, arid easily found means of per- 
suading her husband, over whom her influence was unbounded, 
to comply witli their request. Theodore was summoned to 
Constantinople, where a synod under the presidency of the 
patriarch was to decide his case. 

From this time, the affair took an entirely different turn. 
The contest with tlie Origenists had hitherto been with 
Theophilus only a pretext, a means of taking vengeance on 
the monks ; but now this object was dropped, and everything 
from hencefortii made subservient to the main purpose, which 
was to avenge the imagined injury done to his honour by 
Chrysostom, and to bring about the ruin of tlie latter. For 
the accomplishment of this object means would not be wanting 
to a person of iiis character,^ ami among the description of 
people by whom Chrysostom was surrounded. 

He entered into correspondence with tlie enemies of Chry- 
sostom ayiong the more eminent clergy and laity of Constan- 
tinople ; and he endeavoured to secure, as a useful instrument 
for effecting his designs, the bishop Epiphanius, a man. 
whose venerable years and whose zeal for the orthodox faith 
gave him great influence among the bishops. Besides the 
circular letter which he sent to all the bishops of the East, 
calling upon tliem to join in the decisions of that Egyptian 
council against Origen, he sent a particular letter to Epipha- 
nius, for the purpose of inflaming the zeal of the old man, 
which was so' easily excited and so credulous in regard to such 
matters. It is true, he allowed nothing at all tending to the 
injury, of Chrysostom to find entrance into this letter ; but he 
called his attention to the danger which threatened the church, 
when monks bunting with zeal to propagate this new heresy,^ 
had betaken themselves to Constantinople, hoping to gain in 
addition to the older ones new proselytes to their impious 
doctrines.^ He therefore urgently advised him to assemble 

* Calumniatores veree fidei novo pro hacresi furore bacchantes. 

I Ut et novos, si quos valuerim, decipiant, et veteribus susn impietatis 
soolis conjun^ntur. 
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the fbishQps t)f his island for the purpose of condemning Origen 
^nd the Ofigenistic heresies, to send in connection with them 
a synodal letter on this subject to the patriarch of Constan- 
tinople, and also to bring the bishops of Isaurea ancjl Pam- 
phyiia, as well as the * other bishops in his vicinity, to the 
knowledge of this matter. 

Epiphanius immediately complied with this invitation,- and 
in the year 401 held the council for the condemnation of 
Origen ; but Chrysostom showed no inclination whatever to 
take part in tliese mea'^nres of a blind lieresy -making zeal. 
The cold reception which these communications met with 
from him was now eagerly seized upon by Theophilus as a 
means of rendering Chrysostom himself suspected of enter- 
taining the Origenistic heresy. lie sought to persuade Elpi- 
phanius that it was necessary to assemble a synod against the 
Origenistic heresy at Constantinople itself, where at all times 
many bishops were to be found together ; and this synod was 
to be made the instrument of ejecting the downfall of Chry- 
sostom. Epiphaiiius came in the year 402, accompanied wdth 
bishops of his diocese, to Constantinople.- Clirysostom paid 
him all due respect, and did everything in his powder to alter 
his intentions ; but Epiphanius refused to have any fellowship 
with him, unless he joined in the condemnatory sentence 
against Origen, and withdrew^ his protection from the monks. 
To neither of tliese demands could Chrysostom conscientiously 
yield. Epiphanius now ])roceeded still farther in his blind 
zeal, and allowed himself to be drawn into many violations of 
ecclesiastical law, to w Inch in such cases he was wont to pay 
but little attention. But perha[)s a conversation with some of 
the persecuted monks, besides otiier reasons, led him to surmise 
that the cause he was serving was not so very phre — and his 
own zeal, though utterly devoid of caution and prudence, was 
at least an honest one. He merely served as an unwitting 
tool to promote the designs of cunning, and hence he w^as 
now thrown into perplexity. He quitted Constantinople 
without waiting for the other bishops who were to assemble 
thhre on the like business, and in taking leave of the bishops 
who attended him to the place of embarkation, he said, “ I 
leave to you tlie capital, the court, and liypocrisy.”* 


* vfMV rm ^oXiy xcc.) (isc<riXux »ai rhv uxoxffttrn* 
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• Theophilu?. afi*er having satisfactorily prepared the way io 
common concert with the party hostile to Chrysostom, ami 
witti the empress, who had once more fixlleii out with her 
bishop^ so that he might confidently hope for a happy issue.to 
his designs, came to Constantinople in'the year 403, to appear 
not, as was originally designed, in the character of a defendant, 
but ’as a judge. As the enthusiastic love of the great majority 
of the church for tlieir bishop gave Ids enemies no sV'curity of 
being able to accomplish their insidious designs in the city 
itself, Theophilus assembled his synod in a neighbouring 
place, at a villa near Chalcedon, known by the name of the 
Oak.’^ This synod was composed of his own partisans among 
the bishops, some of whom had come with him, while otliers 
had been summoned by him, and others had met together on 
various matters of business at Constantinople. 

At this synod no further mention whatever was made of the 
Origenistic heresies ; but from the mouth of persons hostilely 
disposed to Chrysostom, as, for examjde, those worthless eccle- 
siastics and monks who had been chastised by him, charges 
were received agaidst him, which had reference to facts of an 
entirely different nature. These charges were in part manifest 
inventiciis, or perversions of the truth, as e are compelled to 
believe, when we compare them with the known disposition 
and habits of the iiian ; and in part they were based on alle- 
gations redounding rather to his honour than to his shame, 
and which, when thus employed against him, only showed the 
bad disposition of his opponents. Thus, for example, because 
he did not provide a splendid table, like other court bishops ; 
because he continued to observe at Constantinople a retired 
and simple mode of life ; and moreover, on account of his 
feeble state of health, was in the habit of eating alone, — his 
enemies were not ashamed to admit against him the charge 
of having, by his habits of solitary living, neglected the duty 
of hospitality, and of having led by himself a life of Cyclopean 
gluttony. I The most plausible ground of complaint may 
have been furnished by Chrysostom liimself, Avhen, in his 
zeal to preserve the strictness of church discipline, he failed 
of paying sufficient respect to the existing forms of eccle- 

* Hence known by the name of the (rvvodas ‘rrv hvv. 

•j* <rjjy (piXo^sviav ahTtt., f^ovoer/Tiav i‘frtTri^rjj»v^ ort f/Jvoi aera>T^$ 

(siov. See the extract from the Acts in Photius. Cod. 59* 
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sias^cal law; and when he often allowed a ^ious indignation, 
to vent itself in too violent expressions. Oi^ly against several 
of the friends of Clirysostom some special use was still nmle 
of thfe charge of Origenistic heresy. While these things were 
transpiring at the coinicil, Chrysostom found himself sur- 
rounded by forty respectable bishops, his friends from various 
countries of the East, who knew what a loss the church w^ould 
suffer in him, and whom he was endeavouring to console and 
encourage. When the deputies of the council of the Oak 
presented themselves here for the purpose of citing him before 
their tribunal, tltose friends Chrysostom did, indeed, pro- 
nounce the court to be an incompetent one, as they were 
authorized to do by all the forms of ecclesiastical law as it 
then was ; but he declared liiiTiself ready, in the consciousness 
of his innocence, to api)ear before this assembly, as before any 
other in the world, provided only that four bishops, who were 
his avowed enemies,^ should be excluded from the number of 
his judges. As this very just demand was not conceded to 
him, he declined, even after a third citation supported by an 
imperial notary, to obey the summons, and the synod, urged 
by a message of the emperor, wdio had become hostile to him 
through the influence /)f Eudoxia, to pass the definitive sen- 
tence pronounced upon him, since he had by his non-appearance 
declared himself to be guilty, the sentence of deposition. They 
were mean enough to add, that, as among the charges laid 
against Chrysostom was contained also the accusation of high 
treason (which probably referred to the charge of his having 
shown disrespect to the empress), and as it did not belong to 
the bishops to inquire into such matters, they left it for the 
emperor himself to take care that he should be removed, even 
if it required force, from the church, and, on account of the 
last-mentioned offence, be delivered over to punishmeftt. 

Yet partly religious considerations and partly the fear of 
movements among the people, who day and night surrounded 
the residence of the bishop and the church, prevented the 
einperor from having recourse at once to violence. And 
Cmysostorn was resolved not to leave his ofHce voluntarily ; 
for he looked upon his connection with the flock entrusted to 

* Even the unprejudiced Isidore of Pelusium (I 152) says that Theo- 
phiius destroyed Chrysostom, ffvn^yottf tj fftf¥a<roa'<rd>roiiS} 
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•him by the Lortf, as one which could be dissohe'd ©iiljrJby a 
force to winch he niiust be compelled to jdeld: Meantime lie 
delivered to the assembled people a fierj^ discourse, full of the 
high-hearted courf^ge of faith, yet not with ail the self-oon- 
trol and prudence which would, have 'been becoming, so that 
many an expression escapetl him which might produce, in the 
inflammable n nds of the Constantinopolitans, still greater 
excitement. But when this eflect actually ensued, Chrysostom 
showed how foreign it was from his self-denying spirit* to think 
of taking advantage of such an excited state of feeling, as he 
easily might have dcaie, for his personal advantage ; for as 
soon as he heard that it was actually intended to remove him 
by force, and he believed that he had done all that conscience 
required to prevent all tumults, he contrived on the third day 
at noon, without being observed by the multitude, to make 
good his retreat from the church, and wrs conveyed into exile. 
But a few clays after he left Constantinople, a deputy from 
the empress came to him witli a letter full of protestations, 
beseeching him to return ; • for an earthquake, which was 
usually interpreteef as a token of the divine displeasure, and 
the indignation of the populace already excited by the over- 
bearing* t/iumph of Ins enemies, and which was thereby in- 
creased, had tilled the empress with alarm and remorse of 
conscience. 

Chrysostom ^vas received back again by the church at Con- 
stantinople, with universal joy. lie was unwilling, indeed, to 
re-enter upon the functions of his office until he had been 
formally justified and restored by a synod regularly assembled ; 
but the affection of his flock compelled liim at once to resume 
the episcopal chair, and to bestow on them from this the 
episcopal blessing. Yet the assembling of this synod was 
promised him, and he ceased not to insist upon its fulfilment, 
until his relations, whicli lested on so frail a foundation, again 
took an entirely different turn. It could not fail to happen 
that the vain and ambitious empress would soon be incensed 
and irritated again by the boldness of the man who rebuked 
crime without any fear of the consequences. This took place 
after he had enjoyed a tranquillity of only two months^ duration. 
The occasion was as follows 

In front of the palace where the imperial senate held ttiei? 
assemblies, a magnificent silver statue liad been erected to the 
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empress Exdoxia. Its dedication was, as usiial in such cases, ^ 
accompanied with noisy and often indecent festivities, bordering 
on the customs of heathenism. The place where this occurred 
wais- so near to the great church, that the devotions of the 
assembly* were unavoidably disturbed by it, and it happened, 
perhaps, on some festival day of tlie church. Our information 
respecting the course of this affair is not .Sufficiently authentic 
to enable* us to determine Avith any certainty whether Chry- 
sostom was misled by his natural w^armth of temper to do 
many things contraiy^ to the dictates of prudence ; whether it 
was at the very outset, when flushed by the sense of wrong ; or 
whether it was not until after he had tried other means with 
the empress in vain, that in a sermon he violently inveighed 
against these abuses. This being doubtless reported to the 
empress with an exaggerated colouring, she began to enter 
into new conspiracies witli the enemies of Chrysostom, and 
the latter was now hurried along by his indignation at these 
new plots (if indeed iiis language has been reported to us in 
its original form) to begin a discourse perhaps at a festival 
commemorative of the martyrdom of Johh' the Baptist, with 
the words, Once more Ilerodias maddens — once 'more she 
dances, and once more demands the head of John.*' 

When this was thus reported to* the empress, she al)andoned 
herself wholly to her resentment ; and she might easily so 
represent the matter to the weak Arcadius, as to induce him 
to lend his hand in bringing about the destruction of Chry- 
sostom. The synod which Theophilus led out from Alex- 
andria, was employed as the instrument for this purpose. By 
its advice advantage was taken, without recurring to the 
earlier charges against Chrysostom, of a law issued by the 
council of Antioch, a.d. 341, but which was never put in 
force except at such times and to such extent as some mo- 
mentary interest required, — the rule, namely, that a bishop 
who had been deposed by a synod, and who had been rein- 
stated in office, not by another ecclesiastical court, but by the 
secular power, should remain for ever incapable of admini- 
stering the functions of that office. Deposed from his episco- 
pate, Chrysostom was conveyed into exile in the June of 4he 
year 404. 

In a serie.^ of trials which conducted him towards a glorious 
end, he had every opportunity of manifesting the greatness, 
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jDOWer, and trandnillity of a sonl wholly penetrated by#*the 
faith of the gospel. Alter a long and painful jouriTey, in 
which he was still compelled to endure much shaTiie and per- 
secution from the angry hatred and fanaticism ot his enenuesj 
he arrived at the place of his banisluftent in the deselate city 
of Cucusus, on the borders of Arnienia, Isaurea, and Cilicia. 
Here he had ir-uch to sutler from the rude climate and from 
repeated threatening inviisions of Isaurean robber.'^; but in- 
stead of needing consolation himself, it was he whose words, 
full of confidence and of the energy of faith, gave heart and 
courage to his friends at Constantinojde. From this place he 
guided the devoted flock whom he had been forced to leave. 
In this remote spot, he was the soul of the pious enterprises of 
his friends, as for example, of tlieir efforts to spread the gospel 
among the Persians and the Goths. To promote this object, 
he was ready to take the first step towards reconciliation with 
bishop Maruthas of Mesopotamia, a man who had assisted to 
procure his condemnation ; and even wlien Maruthas declined 
coming to any accommodatioy, he still invited his friends to 
do all in their poM^r to sustain him. By the noble example 
of his charity, by his spiritual counsels and instructions, he 
was the ^nearis of great good to the whole district where he 
resided. Such a light could not be put under a bushel ; it 
would shine, wherever it might be: and Chrysostom met with 
the fullest sympathy, especially from the Roman church, 
whose bishop, Innocent, declared very strongly in his favour. 
This served to rekindle tlie jealousy and resentment of his 
enemies ; for they had. reason to fear that his friends might 
eventually succeed in again bringing him back to Constan- 
tinople. This they were determined to prevent ; they meant 
to place Chrysostom at last where he would be totally for- 
gotten. In tlie summer of the year 407, he was conveyed to 
a new place of exil^, at the very verge of the Roman empire, 
in the waste town of Pity us in Pontus, situated in the midst of 
batbarians. His body, exhausted by previous sufferings, sunk 
under the hardships of this long and difficult joiirriey. He 
died on the way, near Comanum in Pontus, in the full and 
peaceful consciousness of his approaching end, and with bright 
visions into the life eternal. Those words of Job, which in 
his own seasons of quiet prosperity he so often impressed on 
the hearts of his hearers, and which in his times of ti ial he so 



478 


SCHISM OF THE JOHANISITES. 


ofte?i presented to himself and to his friends as the riches^ 
source of consolation : Blessed be the Lord for all things, 
(^o^a rw deu) Trdvrojy ei'stca !) were the last on his lips, worthily 
closing a life consecrated to God, and resigned to his ivill in 
all conflicts and sufferirfgs. 

But it was beyond the reach of any earthly power to extin- 
guish the memory of this martyr from the minds of men -who 
had felt the divine energy of his life and doctrines. There 
continued to exist at Constantinople a distinct and separate 
party of Joharmites, who refused to recognize the validity of 
the act by which Chrysostom was deposed, and to acknowledge 
any one as their bishop who was appointed to succeed him. 
They held on wSimdays and festival days their private meetings, 
which were conducted by clergymen •^vho thought like them- 
selves^ and from tliese alone they would receive the sacra- 
ments. As among this party were to be found, also, many 
of the more excitable people of Constantinople, and every 
attempt to suppress them by force only rendereci the opposition 
still more violent, many sangiunary tumults ensued. This 
schism spread more widely in the church ; for other bishops 
and clergymen, who also protested against the injustice of the 
sentence pronounced on Chrysostom, and who continued to 
venerate his memory, came over to this party. They were 
sustained by the Roman church, which constantly asserted in 
the strongest terms the innocence of Chrysostom. His second 
successor, the bishop Atticus, took the first step towards a 
reconciliation, by introducing his name expresvsly into the 
church prayers offered in behalf of those bishops who had 
died in the orthodox faith. He made an agreement with the 
patriarch Theophilus of Alexandria, to grant a universal am- 
nesty to all the adherents of Chrysostom among the clergy.^ 
A greater schism of the church was by this means prevented : 
but at Constantinople, a small party of Johannites continued 
to hold their ground. The Patriarch Proclus first succeeded 
in putting a final end to the schism in that city. Having, in 
the year 438, prevailed upon flie emperor Theodosius II.,*)' to 
allow the remains of Chiysostom to be brought back to Con- 
stantinople, and to be buried there with solemn pomp, he per- 
suaded the remnant of the Johannites, appeased by the satis- 

* See Socrat. VII. 25. Synes. ep. 66 ad Theopliilum. 

t Socrat. VII. 45. 
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faction thus done? to the memory of their beloved l^shop^ to 
connect themselves once more with the ruling church. * 

JJor the rest, this passionate and violent mode of proceeding 
to suppress the Origenistic doctrines, v/as calculated much 
rather to excite than to check the zeal for these doctrines.* 
They who, like Theophilus, opposed the Origenistic hercvsy 
only* as a convenient means of gratifying their private pas- 
sions, were hence more tolerant in other cases wlfere these 
passions were not interested. Theophilus liimself gave a 
remarkable exemplification of this ten years later. The 
church at Ptolemais, the chief city of Pentapolis, laity and 
clergy, in the year 410, unanimously made choice of the 
philosopher Synesius of Gyrene to be tlieir bishop — a man 
who had never left the silent retirement where he pursued ins 
studies, except when his services were demanded lor the good 
of his country. But the candid scholar frankly declared, and 
ill such a way that the bishop Theophilus would be s\ire to 
hear of it, ‘that his philosophical convictions did not on many 
points agree with the doctriyes of the church; and among 
these differences he*reckone(l many things which were classed 
along with the Origenistic heresies, as for example, the doc- 
trine of .the pre-existence of souls, his different views of the 
resurrect i{)n, on which point he probably departed far more 
widely than Orige.i from the view taken by the church, 
inasmuch gu? he interpreted it as being but tlie symbol of a 
higher idea.j Synesius was willing, indeed, as he declared, 
to keep his peculiar philosophical convictions to himself; for 
he supposed, conformably with his- Platonic mode of distin- 
guishing between esoteric and exoteric religious doctrines, 
that the pure truth could never become the popular faith. 
But at the same time, he would n^er consent to teach any- 
thing himself which was at variance with his own convictions.^ 
Despite of this open declaration of Synesius, Theophilus did 
not hesitate to follow the aged ecclesiastics in Ptolemais, who 

* As is remarked by an eye-witness of a part of these events, Sulpicius 
Severus, Dialog, i, c. 3 ; Sive illud error est, ut ego sentio, sive haeresis, 
ut putatur, non solum reprimi non potuitmultis aniuiadversionibus sacer- 
dotum ; sed nequaquam tarn late se potuivsset eftundcre, nisi contentione 
crevisset, 

f rt xcu d^ropp-nrov, 

I Oh <z‘ao; 'yXehrreev vt See Cp. 105, ed» 

Basil, p. 35S, 
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saifVit w«as to be expected that the grace of the Holy Spirit 
.would not leave this work incomplete, but would lead still 
farther into the knowledge of the truth the man whom he Jiad 
led so far in the religious life. And he ordained him as^bishop 
of this metropolis. 

Not every ecclesiastic, however, who thus differed in his 
convictions from the doctrines of the ruling church, was as 
candid a^ Synesius. Notwithstanding all tlie efforts to pre- 
serve the churches against every deviation from the established 
articles of faith, it was still impossible to look into the inward 
principles of those to whom the offices of tlie church were con- 
fided.* At the same time, there had not as yet been expressed 
by any ecumenical council tlie opposition to the peculiar 
doctrines of Origen, and down to the times of the emperor 
Justinian no means had as yet been devised for preserving 
the church, by means of a prescril^ed confession of faith, to 
be acknowledged by ecclesiastics previous to their ordination, 
against every possible heretical tendency. Hence we find 
many proofs that Origenistic doctrines continued to be pro- 
pagated in the East, among ecclesiastics and monks, evm 
after this period ;j’ and many were foolish enough to introduce 
into their sennons doctrinal opinions which had so little to do 
with the interests of faith4 

* lu consequence of the deplorably bad manner in which spiritual 
offices were often filled (see the sec. on the church constitution), it might 
happen, that in a time when so great stress was laid on foraial orthodoxy, 
men attained to spiritual offices who had made themselves suspected of 
no heresy, because all matters of faith generally W'ere considered of no 
consequence by them ; but who went so far in their infidelity, which 
proceeded not from any sceptical bent of understanding, but from fleshly 
rudeness and utter immoralky, that they in fact denied the immortality 
of the soul ; and who still diff not hesitate to perform all the spiritual 
functions, looking upon the whole in no other light than as a means of 
gain. See examples of such presbyters in Isidor. 1. III. ep. 2^5 and 
295. 

t See e. g. Isidore, 1. IV. ep. 163. Nili, ep. 188 — 190, II. 191. 

X As for example, the Platonico-Origenistic doctrine of the pre-exist- 
ence of souls; — that the Son was a higher intelligence created after, the 
image of God. See the epistles of Nilus just referred to. The litter 
says to a preacher of this sort : T< ro vh S/ayyiX/*#, 

Tfl ffraffia^raTov ti kxi The abbot Isidore, a man distinguished for 

his practical bent of mind, shows this also, in liis judgment of the con- 
troversy respecting the origin of souls. The advocates of the doctrine 
of pte-existence—he supposes — must agree with their opponents at Jeast 
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Hence, unijer the reign ot* the emperor Justinian, there^lirose 
^ new and.vioient strife betwixt the advocates aiitf tire oppo~ 
neijts of the Origeiiistic doctrines among the monks in Pales- 
tine.* It now so happened, owing to circumstances whicjt we 
have Steady explained, that the emperor Justinian was drawn 
to participate in these disputes ; ’that he publistied an elaborate 
edict, with extracts from the writings of Origen, aimed at the 
condemnation of this great churcli-teacher, and his peculiar 
heretical doctrines, wliich were thus pointed out ; and that, in 
consequence, a counciJ which met at Constantinople, under the 
presidency of the Patriarch Mennas, in the year 541, con- 
firmed this condemnation, and established fifteen canons in 
opposition to the Origenistic doctrines. 

According to tlie old accounts which go back to the period 
in which these events took place, the fifth general council 
also, in the year 553 (see above, p. 250), -renewed the con- 
demnation of Origen and liis doctrines ; and among the canons 
with which the council concluded their labours in the eighth 

> 

on this point, that lh3 moral conflict is required for the purification of 
the soul, for its* return to its original state ; and hence he concludes ; 

Totvuv Totj l^vyofAOi^uv tuv a,/Ji'Pi<r^y}rri<rt/i/uVy ilg to OfM)^oyo^^tvov 
lavTov; (ruviXaffciiiMiv. 

See above. There were then forming among the Origenists two 
parties, respecting whose distinctive views we can only derive some pro- 
bable conclusions from the names given to fhem, compared with the 
doctrines of Origen. One party (see Cyrill Scythopolitan. vita S. Sabsc, 
s. 89, in Coteler. monumenla ecclesiac Grfecae, t. 111.) were called 
r'oxiriffTai or ; the Other, ](To%^itTToi, The former, as it may be 

conjectured, gave special prominence to the Origenistic doctrine respect- 
ing the pre-existing soul of Christ (see vol. II. p. 3(;2). J hat soul with 
which the Logos had condescended to enter into union, they supposed to 
be exalted above all other created beings, to be the among the 

xTiffTols. Their opponents accused them of placing this soul, by their 
apotheosis, on a level with the three persons of the Trinity, and of intro- 
ducing a Tiroocf in place of a T^tex.^, The others, on the contrary, gave 
prominence to the Origenistic doctrine concerning an original equality, 
with only a numerical ditference, of all created intelligences ; and they 
looked upon it as the final end, that all should be once more restored 
back to that original unity; and hence they said, that as originally the 
souls which, by reason of their loyalty of will, had been received into 
indissoluble communion with the Logos, had nothing in preference Over 
the others, who were intelligences of the same order, so all would ulti- 
mately attain to the same unity. Hence they were accused of placing 
< themselves on a level with Christ. Against this last tenet the thirteenth 
among the canons against the Origenistic doctrines is directed. 

VOL. IV. ^ ’ 
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session,* the twelfth canon, aft^r conclemryrig the heretics 
cond&\ne‘*d • by the older ecumenical councils, does actuall^*^ 
treat of the condemnation of Origen. In this case, we must 
presume th^t the candour of the Origenistic party, who had 
been the giuthors of the whole controversy respecting the three 
chapters (see above,- pp. 250-256), allow ed themselves here, 
as on earlier occasions, to be driven by circumstances to. the 
denial of their own expressed convictions. Yet the course of 
proceeding at this council, and tlie silence of other important 
documents of the same period, stand opposed to the suppo- 
sition, that the council in question had any particular action 
on the subject of renewing the sentence of condemnation 
against Origen. | The confounding together of the synod held 
under Mennas with the fifth ecumenical council, which unde- 
niably took place at an early ])eiiod, as well as the wish to 
have a solemn condemnation of Origen from some general 
council, occasioned and promoted this transfer ; and in case 
Qrigen was really mentioned, though but cursorily, along with 
the older heretics, by the fifth general council, tliis would fur- 
nish a convenient foothold for the above snyiposition. But, at 
the same time, it is not impossible that the name of Origen 
itse^ was but a later insertion. Along witli Origen, the 
council in question is in fact said to have pronounced sentence 
of condemnation also on Didynius and Evagrius; and, in the 
age of Justinian, it might indeed very easily happen, that the 
anathema should be pronounced on names hitherto never men- 
tioned by the majority bat witii reverence and respect. But 
the credibility of this account def^ends on the credibility of 
another, namely, — that the council in question was occupied 
particularly with Origen. At all events it had great influence 
in bringing about the later more general practice of treating 
Origen as a heretic, that a decree of this sort was ascribed to 
an ecumenical council. 

See Hardnin. Concil. III. f. 198. 

t Comp. Walcli Geschiclite der Ketz^reien und Spaltungen, B. 8, S. 
286, U. d, f. 
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APPENDIX TO THIS SECTION.. 

History of Sects 

We shall conclude the history of this period with some account 
of the minor sects which presented themselves in conflict with 
the dominant church, v\ithout having arisen, like those which 
have been me ntioned, out of the doctrinal controversies. They 
were partly sects which sprung up afresh out of the germs 
existing already in the previous periods, and partly such as 
arose for the fir&l time out of tlie pecidiar state of the church 
in the present periorl. 

Such phenomena of the Christian life are often very signi- 
ficant symptoms of disease in the life of the church : they be- 
token deeper wants of the Christian consciousness, which are 
seeking' after their satisfaction. Opposite errors, or tendencies 
bordering on error, by wdiich they are called forth, lend them 
a partial justification. As reactions of the Christian consci- 
ousness, although they may |je in many ways disturbed reactions, 
they point to a |^rer reaction reserved for the future, w^hich 
shall some time or other push its w^ay victoriously through. 

Web have already remarked, that worldly-minded b|shops 
and ecclesiastics, instead of endeavouring to cherish and pro- 
mote serious, vital Christianity, did everything in their power 
to suppress it, because it presented such a strong and to them 
vexatious contrast to their owni mode of life. Serious and 
piously disposed laymen were persecuted by such clergymen, 
as dangerous censors of their conduct.^ Often they were ex- 
communicated from the church, or they separated of their own 
accord from such spiritual guides, becauNe they could not 
believe it possible that men so polluted with every vice, should 
serve as instruments for the work of the Holy Spirit. I Othei's 
of Tike persuasion joined with them; and they became the 
founders of minor sects, in which, after the separation had 
once taken place, there arose, out of the opposition that had 
reference at first only to matters of piactice, certain doctrinal 

* Comp, also Isidor. 1. V. op. 131. AvrTucri ot Kvyuv jcai 

*«Ta6 raiv rov (lioy. • 

f That doubts had arisen, whether ecclesiastics, known to be vicious 
men, could administer the sacraments in a valid maimer, is apnarent from 
,1. I.ep. 37; 1. III. ep 340. 
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differences also, which sometimes ^had no other ground than 
in the^^'inore sensuouvS mode of apprehension among uneducated <»' 
laymen. 

In this way arose the sect of the Audians.* Audios, or,^as 
the hfame stood in his natjve Syrian, Udo,| was a laymail, ofa 
pious and ‘austere life, who lived in Mesopotamia, near the 
beginning of the fourth century. He often objected to the 
worldly-minded ecclesiastics of this country their want of 
spirituality, particularly their devotion to gain, in seeking to 
enrich themselves by the practice of usury, and their gross 
immorality. J As his own strict and exemplary life probably 
gave him great influence among the laity, his reprimaiuis of 
the clergy would be so much tlie more dangerous. He was 
persecuted by them, and at length excommunicated from the 
church. Others who were dissixtisfied with the corrupt clergy, 
now joined with him, and they held separate meetings for 
common edification. TJie clergy then had recourse to the 
secular power, and Audios with his adherents were obliged to 
suffer many wrongs. This only roused them to more decided 
opposition to the dominant church, and thecjpread of the sect 
was promoted. Many discontented spirits united with Audios, 
and among these some bishops and ecclesiastics. He fiimself 
was now ordained as a bishop in his own sect, and all the others 
placed themselves in subordination to liim. They refused to 
have spiritual fellowship with any that belonged to the domi- 
nant church. They even declined uniting with them in prayer. 
The antagonism whicli . now existed between * tfie Audians 
and the dominant church led their opponents, as well as thdm- 
selves, to be more attentive to certain differences of opinion, 
and to lay greater stress uiioii those differences. Thus, to 
their opponents, the anthropomorphic mode of conception 
among the Audians, which, from the earlier times, still lingered 
in these districts among tlie more uncultivated, appeared an 

* The most credible nnd distinct accounts of the origin and character 
of this sect is given by Epiphaniiis, since he appears here to have been 
less infected than others with the blind heresy-hunting zeal. He judges 
more mildly of this sect, partly because, owing to his whole bent of mind, 
he might not be inclined to attribute so much importance to the errors of 
eensftous anthropomorphism, partly because he was disposed to place a 
high value on ascetic austerities. 

t See Ephraem. Syr. Sermon. 24 adv. Haeres T. II. ed. Quirin. f. 493- 

t Com. Theodoret. h. e. 1. IV. c. 9. 
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•important beVes^ ; and many of their peculiar op inioiis, Respect- 
ing which we ha\*e no e.yact information, may in like manner 
hsPv^e had their grouml in a deficiency ot menial cultivation.^ 
Flirtlfermore, the Audiaijs returned l)ack to tin- ancient Osage 
with regard to tiu determination of the time of the Easter 
festival, which had been discarded by the council of Nice ; 
and they accused this council of having otliervvise;settled the 
time of the Euster festival, out of flattery to the Emperor Con- 
stantine, and so as to make it coincide with the day of his 
birth. 

Andins, when now quile advanced in years, was banished 
to the coimtry on the Black Sea (Scythia), vvliere the Goths 
had at that time established themselves. He found followers 
among the Christians of this race, and he laboured also to 
convert the pagan Goths. The iiK>nastic life gained entrance 
among them by means of the Andians, who eiiconraged a 
rigidly ascetic tendency. This sect, which had not within it 
the basis of any long duration, and which had attained to a 
distinct subsisteiiC4^ only by*iiieans of the persecution waged 
against it, gradually disappeared towards the close of the 
fourth century. 

As one extreme is ever wont 1o call forth another, so, as 
a matter of course, the one-sided doctrinal tendency, which 
placed the essence of Christianity in distinctions of the under- 
standing, called forth the opposite extreme of a one-sided 
ethical tendency, wliich overlooked the connection between 
theory and practice, and the importance and significancy of the 
doctrines of faith in their bearing on Christian life. While, 
through the strife of opposite systems of doctrine, many, after 
having abandoned tiiemselves sometimes to this system and 
sometimes to that, became at last sceptical or perplexed with 
regard to Christian truth itself othei s, on the contrary, were 
by the same means led to believe tliat matters of doctrine gene- 

* It is uncertain what truth lies at the bottom of the charge laid against 
them, (Theodoret. hist, eccles. IV. 9, and h'cPret. fab. IV. 10,) that they 
had. asserted God was not the creator of fire and darkness, or that, in 
short, l>oth were eternal. We are here reminded, indeed, of the view 
of the Jewish Theosophy, which is to be found in the ("lementines. that 
fire is the element of the Evil One. Such views might easily have passed 
over to the Audians. ^ ' 

t See Gregor. Nazianz., Orat. I, f, 18: ?r«yT« Xoyov itfieian 'tvcrxi- 
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rally were, of no great importance, since, in fLct,“the attaining^^ 
to^any certainty on matters of this sort transcended "the powers 
of human knowledge ; that every thing depended on conduct, 
and "all who led a good life might be saved, notwithstanding 
their differences of opinion in pther respects. At Alexandria, 
where the speculative spirit on matters of doctrine chiefly pre- 
vailed, such an opposite tendency would also be most likely to 
spring up."^ A certain Ehetorius, in the fourth century,, is 
said to have created a party which professed this principle, and 
who were known afterwards under the name of knowledge- 
haters But it may be a question, whether 

* Thus Alexander of Lycopolis, in Egypt, opposes to the dogmatizing 
of the heretics the principle that the essence of Christianity, inasmuch as 
it is designed for the training of the people as ^vell as others, consists in a 
popular system of ethics craxiy'rs^'x) . See the introduc- 

tion to his tract against the Manichscans in Combefi’s bibliothecae Graeco- 
rum patrum auctarium novissimum, Pars ii. 

t Athanasius mentions first (1. 1. contra Apollinarem, s. 6) a certain 
Rhetorius whom he seems to accuse of the ‘‘ godless” asser- 

tion, that all heretics were right according to their, way. Next Philaster 
j^Hseres. s. 91) has a special section relating to the llhetorians : Allii sunt 
in iEgypto et Alexandria a Phetorio quodam, qui omnes*laudabat hsere- 
ses, dicens oranes bene sentire. But Philaster gives no further* explana- 
tion of this opinion, and it is quite possible that the whole account of 
this sect had been only made out of an obscure passage of Athanasius. 
To Augustin, p. 72, it «appeared incredible — as it would not fail to appear 
in case the theory was not any more distinctly set forth — that this 
person should have taught things so absurd. The theory is more dis- 
tinctly set forth by the author of the Prsedestinatus, h. 72, to wit, as 
follows; All worship God as well as they are able; we are bound to 
maintain Christian fellowship with all who call upon Christ as him who 
was born of'Ihe Virgin. Doubtless it may be, that this author had really 
heard of people who thought thus, and perhaps without sufficient rea- 
son, called them Rhetorians, tracing their origin, without cause, to the 
Bhetorius of whom he knew nothing except from Philaster. Those 
people of whom the Prscdestinatns speaks might have in their minds the 
passage in Philip, i. 18. Chrysostom, in a special discourse (T. III. 
opp. f. 300), endeavours to guard this passage against any such applica- 
tion; but Chrysostom is here controverting not those who seriously 
maintained a doctrinal indifference of this sort, hut those heretics, to 
whom their own peculiar scheme of faith seemed sufficiently import- 
ant, and who were only desirous of establishing this principle for the 
catholic Christians, in order that they might assert their own claims to 
Christian toleration. Theodoret, on the other hand, where, in expounding 
thtS passage he says : Tovra <rms ruv avor,n:&)v 

may actually have had in bis mind such a class of indif- 
Jermtists, Finally, John of Damascus (hseres. 88) mentions the yvanri- 
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there was ever a regularly constituted sect professing 'feuch 
indifference* to doctrines; whether the fact ever atnounfed to 
anjjthing more than this, that individuals at different times and 
i» difljprent places were led by the same opposition and,. the 
same tendency of* mind to entertain these views;. of which 
individuals, tiie above-mentionM Khetorius may have been 
one/" 

The sects wliicii arose from the intermingling df Oriental 
theosophy with the opinions of certain sects of Christian origin, 
the Gnostic, and particularly the Manichaean, which in the 
last times of the preceding period began to spread mightily in 
the Roman empire, continued to propagate themselves also in 
the present period ; and they were probably invigorated by 
coming into fresh contact with the remains of old Oriental 
systems of religion on the borders of the Asiatic provinces of 
the Roman empire, and also from Persia, the native country of 
Manicha3isni, where the relationship of its doctrines with those 
of the dominant religion must have furthered its spread, until 
about the year 525, when its great influence, even in the 
royal family, excited a violent and bloody persecution against 
it.t^ 

The 4aw of Diocletian, of which we spoke on a former 

Oi yvuaii rav ^oiaria,)iifffjc,ov avTi-TiVTovrs?, Iv TiS Xiyuv auTfli/j', 

on ‘X’ietffo'ov vt •raiova-i'ii oi yvoutrus <r<vaj tK^yiroZvTis tv roji y^a^otTi* 

ovZiv yoi^ auX’Ao a Bias Totoa u f/.i) <7r^a.^iiS xaXsej. 

* Here would be the proper place to mention certain other vninor sects 
little known to iis, which seem to have sprung out of a religious eclec- 
ticism, if they did not belong rather to the general history of religion 
than to the history of Christian sects. The so called after 

the hymns addressed to the supreme God, the Almighty (whom alone 
they worshipped)’, which they chaiinted together in their prayers, — a sect 
which seems to have arisen out of that spiritualized, refined polytheism, 
which was connected ^ith the recognition of one absolute essence ; the 
Jffi/psistarians (the worshippers of the hog v^Ptims,) perhaps identical 
with 'the former, or perhaps differing from them by the mixing in of 
Jewish with pagan elements, knowm to us through the father of Gregory 
Nazianzen, who was at first a member of this sect (comp, the writings of 
Bohmer and Ullmann on this seq.t; the Bioa-i(is7s in Phoenicia, who either 
'sprung likewise out of that latter eclecticism, or were the offshoot of a 
still older form of religion, which subordinated Sabmism to Monotheism ; 
the Cvslicola, predominantly of Jewish origin, oi'iginating perhaps frpm 
the proselytes of the gate. The rite of baptism among this last-mentioned 
sect may not have been the Christian ordinance, but may have sprung 
oat of the Jewish bjptism of the proselytes. 

f See The(»pbanes Chronograph, and Cedren. ad h. a. 
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occasion (vol; ii. p. 195), would cWtainly ten^ to, injure them. 
But when ‘Constantine was endeavouring to^put an- end to the*" 
religious persecutions generally, wliich had arl^seri under Djo- 
cletian, and to introduce a universal religious toleration, Ije W£U5 
naturally desirous of obtaining more exact* information with 
regard to the character of the different and less known religious 
sects, and particularly of the Manichaeans, respecting whom so 
many unfav^ourable reports were in circulation, in order to 
determine by the result of his enquiries what course of conduct 
he ought to pursue. He committed this investigation to an 
individual named Strategius, who, by his equal familiarity with 
» the Latin and the Greek tongues, was admirably well fitted 
for such a business — the same who afterwards, under* the name 
of Musonianus, rose to the dignity of a praetorian Prmfect of 
the East.* The accounts which Constantine obtained in this 
way were probably favourable to the Manichaeans, and he 
found nothing in their tenets to hinder him from extending 
his toleration to the Manichoean sect ; but as the pririciples 
of toleration by which he was gukled at first, gradually passed 
over to those of an oppl>i^ ^ kind, the Mantchseans, who were 
specially hated, became once more objects of persecution, even 
before any new laws had been enacted against thenr. The 
rhetorician Libanius interceded with the governor of Palestine 
in behalf of the Manichaeaus in that province, praying him to 
grant them security, and not suffer every man to insult them 
at pleasure. Witliout designating them by name, he yet suffi- 
ciently indicates whom he means, by mentioning them as those 
who worshipped the Sun, as the second divine being,! without 
offerings (since, according to the Manichsean idea, that one 
and the same soul is fettered in all animate bodies, such offer- 
ings could not properly be made) ; and who led a rigidly 
abstemious life, and counted death a gain.J He says of tlxem, 
they are scattered over many countries of the earth, but' are 
everywhere few in numbers ; that tiiey injured nobody, but 
were themselves obliged to suffer injuries from many.§ After 

f See Aramian. Marcellin. hist. 1. XV. c. 13. 

f The Sun, in fact the manifesting, redeeming spirit of light, who is 
the medium of connection between the visible world and the supreme 
God. See vol. II. p. 177. ^ 

X It being a release of the soul of light from the bonds of the 

§ Seeep. 1344. 
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Jhe year 372 uew laws af)peared against the Manicb^ans, 
which grew more^nd more severe. Like other heretics they 
w(^e deprived of ilieir civil rights, and tlieir assemblies were 
forbicVlen under severe penalties. • * 

At Rome tliey had seci^tly propagated their sect down from 
more ancient times ; and, moreover, they had congregated 
there in greater numbers, after being driven away from North 
Africa and other countries by the inroads of migratdry tribes.^ 
And here they sought to find admission into the church, but 
that very vigilant bishop, Leo the Great, with the aid of the 
civil magistracy, entered u})on a rigid system of inquiry to find 
them out. lie succeeded in discovering many, even of their 
presiding officers. f By means of these he ascertained the names 
of the other presiding officers of a sect every where dispersed 
and still closely connected in its dispersion ; and he could 
now make use of this discoveiy for the })urpose of assisting, 
by his corresf)ondence with foreign bishops, in tlie detection of 
the Manichaeans in every ])lace4 Leo made it strictly incum- 
bent on the members of hi?* own community to inform him 
whereManich^ans*dwelt, where they taught, whom they visited, 
in what society they were wont to reside. § Those of the 


* Leo Sermo XV. Quos aliarum regionum perturbatio nobis intulit 
crebriores. 

t IjCO appeals before Jiis own flock to the fact (p. 15), that the practice 
of dissolute conduct in their meelii)gs had been absolutely proved by 
the confessions of Manichseans themselves ; and, moreover, the law against 
the Manichaeans, enacted in conse(piencc of this investigation into the cha- 
racter of the sect, by Valentinian III., is evidence of the same thing. We 
are not warranted, it is true, to declare these charges directly to be false. 
In individual cases of excrescence, this combination of mysticism with 
dissoluteness of conduct may have existed, although altogether foreign 
from the original character of Maiiichteism. In an old form of condem- 
nation against sects of this kind, which Muratori has published in his 
anecdota from the Ambrosian library, T. II. Mediolaii. 1598, p. 212, a 
trace'of the doctrine is certainly to be found, that the principle of several 
of the older Gnostic sects, according to which everything that relates to 
the body which sprung from the evil principle, is a matter of utter in- 
diflerence to the soul, and that the former, therefore, might be given up, 
without injury to the soul, to every species of lust, was brought into 
vogue again by later sects. L. c. : Si quis peccatum camis non dicit 
pertinere ad animam, anathema sit. Still we have not sufficient know- 
ledge respecting the manner in which these investigations were edn* 
ducted, to enable us to decide whether the result of them is deserving of 


confidence. 

J See the chronicle of Prosper ad a. 443. 


§ See Sermo XV. c. 5. 
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arrested Manichseans who would '^not consent, to. recant, were 
banisKed, and there appeared a new, severer baw of the emperor ’ 
Valentinian III. against this sect. .Under t]ie emperor Ju^b 
iwar\, death was the established punisinnent for being a JVIanir 
chcean. , • ' 

Though a part of the Manicbaeans had at an earlier period 
been driven away by the political storms from the districts of 
North Africa, yet many still remained behind in this quarter 
of the world, which, from the fourth century, constituted the 
principal seat of Manichaeanism ; apd the ignorance of the 
Vandal ecclesiastics made it easy for the Manichsians to gain 
proselytes among them. King llunerich, who acceded to the 
government in 477, sought to display his zeal for the orthodox 
faith by persecuting them, and his anger was especially aroused 
at finding among them so many of the V andal, Arian clergy. 
Some of the Manichaeans he caused to die at the stake : others 
he shipped away out of the country.^^ In this way, again, 
many of them probably came into Europe, and these trans- 
mitted the doctrines of secty. amidst the disturbances of 
these times, down to lat<6^ generations. 

The repeated persecutions prove how little could be effected 
by them. They rather served to promote the spread of the 
sect. The Manichaeans gloried in martyrdom for the truth. 
Their presiding officers, the elects compared themselves, perse- 
cuted, poor, and living in the most rigid abstinence, with the 
clergy of the catholic church, who lived an easy life in the 
abundance of earthly comforts ; and tliey asserted that they 
might thus be known as tlie genuine disciples of Christ.f 
Being rigid ascetics, they might, too, often conceal themselves 
under the mask of monasticism, and indeed procure for them- 
selves respect, while their heretical tendency remained undis- 
covered. J They might join in the divine service of the catho- 

* See Victor Vitensis hist, persecut. Vandal. 1. 11. init. 

f So says the Manichseaii Faustus, comparing himself with the catho- 
lic clergy : Vides paiiperem, vides miteni, vides pacificum, puro corde, 
Ingentem, esurientem, sitientern, persecutiones et odia sustinentem propter 
fustitiam, et dnbitas, utrum accipiam evaiigeiium? August, c. Faustum, 
i. V. c. 1. ♦ 

I This is apparent from the law of the year 381. Cod. Theodos. L XVI. 
Tit 5, 1. 7. Nec se sub simulatione fallacisc eorum scilicet nominuin, 
quibus plerique, ut cognovimus, probatm fidei et propositi castioris dici 
ac signari volept, maligna fraude defendant, cum prjcsertim nonnuUi ex 



MANICH^ANS. 


491 


lie churches, sinc§ there werS no other means of detecting trhem 
except by their scrupling-, on account of their ascetic •prin- 
ciples, to partake of the consecrated wine. Many among them 
nvightgadopt the current church terminology, giving it another 
and a mystical sense, after the manner of Agapius,? who* de- 
monstrated his orthodoxy, even in an encounter with Eunomius. 
Fau^tus of Mile\’e in Kumidia | successfully employed his 
skilful eloquence and brilliant wit, which was not accompanied, 
however, with solid judgment, for the extension of the sect. 
He, as well iis other Manichseans, knew how to promote his 
canine by taking advantage of the weak spots which the catholic 
church exposed in its matters of faith and practice. The mys- 
terious element in the symbols and doctrines of the Mani- 
chaeans ; the promise they held out of a special solution of 
difficulties by means of a loftier wisdom, in opposition to the 
blind and implicit belief which they censured in the dominant 
church ; the close fraternization in which they lived with each 
other; all this was attractive to a great many. Men eagerly 
enrolled themselves in the class of auditores. longing after the 
higher mysteries fh which they were to be initiated as the 
elect. 

Many new combinations of Oriental theosophy with Chris- 
tianity were also formed, either proceeding from Manicliseism 
or independent of it. Thus, for example, a certain Aristo- 
critus wrote a work under the title of ^eoaroepia^ in which he 
sought to show that Judaism, Hellenism, and Christianity, were 
but different forms of one and the same revelation of the Divine, 
thus taking his stand in opposition to Maiii.j: 

A new offshoot of tiiis theosophic tendency made its appear- 

his Encratitas, Apotactitas, Hydropara statas, vel Saccoplioros noiuinari 
se volent et varietate riominum diversoruni volut religiosae professiorJs 
officia mentiantur. Many other indications are to be found of the spread 
of MJtnichajism among the monks. See c. g. Tlieodoret. hist, rcligios. 
T. III. p. 1146. h> ret Meev/^ixtivv voerevvris, 

Isidor. Pelus. I. .52. 

Concerning his writings, see Phot. co(]. 179. 

f From his work in defence of the.Manicha?an doctrines against the 
'catholic church, Augustin has preserved important fragments in his 
reply. ^ , , . - . - , i 

I AftffraKoirtv iv ^ •rueurett cuKvuvai rev lot/danfftev rev 

*JStkX9lViff'^ev Tov X^itmetvtirftev tlven Kat re alre festi xx^aefrtTm 

xeei reu See the anathemas in Jac, l oilii insignia itinerarii 

Italid, p. 142. 
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ance in Sj^ain towards the close the fourth century, in the^ 
sect df* the 'Priscillianists, a sect which professed many tenets 
closely related to Manicha'anism, but not to such a degree, 
hov^ever, as that their origin may be traced witli certainty to 
the Manichaeans. The first seed ofUheir doctrines came from 
a man of Memphis by the name of Marcus. He travelled to 
Spain, and is said to have disclosed his doctrines to Elpidius, a 
rhetorician, and to his wife Agape. From them it is said, these 
doctrines were communicated to Priscillian, a respectable and 
wealthy man in Spain, respected for his ])ions and austere life, 
who had perhaps fur a long time before already busied hirdself 
a good deal with matters of this sort,^ and by embodying them 
in a systematic form and gi\ ing them spread, he became the 
founder of the sect. The eloquence of Priscillian, and his 
ascetic austerities, which acquired for him the more respect as 
contrasted with the worldly life of many ecclesiastics, procured 
for him numerous followers, and among tliese some bishops, 
as, for instance, Instantius and Salvianus, The bishop Hygi- 
nus of Cordova first (‘aine out Jlgain^t them, and by him the 
bishop Idacius of Einerita (Merida) was instigated to perse- 
cute the sect. Put, by his rough and violent mcxle of proceed- 
ing, the latter rather promoted the spread of the s^ct, and^ 
Hygiiius himself became afterwards dissatisfied with the man- 
ner in wdiich the Priscillianists were treated, and turned round 
to be their protector. Upon this, an important synod assembled 
atCa3saraugusta(Saragos’'a) in tlie year 380, which pronounced 
sentence of condemnation on the Priscillianists, and sought to 
take measures to prevent the further spread of the sect. They 
committed to the bishop Ithacius of Sossuba the business of 
seeing that their decrees were put into execution. They could 
not have made a worse choice than they did in this mqn, who 
was a mere voluptuary, and utterly destitute of all sense for 
spiritual things.f 

Excluded from the church, the followers of Priscillian now 
took more thorough measures for establishing their party ; and 
they had the boldness to make Priscillian himself bishop of 
Avilla. But Idacius and Ithacius, conformably with their 

Malta lectione eruditus. Sulpic. Seven hist. sacr. 1. II. c. 46. 

f So he is described by Sulpicius Severus, hist. sacr. 1. II. c. 50, Nihil 
pensi, nihil sancti habaisse. Fait enim audax, loquax, impudens, samp* 
tnosas, veatri et guise plurimum iinpertiens. 
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character, sought^by various Artifices to make use of (]ie s^iilar 
fio^-^r agaiust the; Priseillianists, and thus to crush fhem.f 
They actually succeeded in procuring an imperial rescript 
wjiere^y Priscillian and all his adherents were c«^iidemn’ed to 
exile. The latter hoped,* through the influence of* the two 
most eminent bisliops of the West, to procure a rescindment 
of this decision : and the leaders of the sect repaired to the 
bishops Damasus of liome, and Ambrose of Milan, for the 
purpose of vindicating themselves before these prelates ; but 
in this, of course, they could not possibly succeed. They suc- 
ceeded better in an attempt to bribe, with the money of J^ris- 
cillian, a civil officer of rank, Macedonius, the master of offices 
(magister officiorum), and through his influence it was brought 
about, that the first reset i])t was revoked, and the order given 
that the churches of which the Priscillianists had been deprived, 
should be restored back to tliem. 

Ithacius did not cease persecuting them ; and being com- 
plained of himself as a disturber of tlie peace, he fled to Gaul. 
Already, it is said, was he coi*ducted back to Spain, and there 
arraigned before thti tribunal, when a great political cliange 
gave a different turn to tlie whole affair, l"he news came, that 
Maximuii#, who had proclaimed himself Cmsar in Britain, would 
soon arrive at Triers, There Ithacius waited for him, and on 
his arrival placed in las hands a formal accusation against 
Priscillian and his fl^llowers. TJie new emperor received the 
complaint, and perliaps in tlie outset was only intending to 
show his zeal for pure doctrine, since he glories in this, in liis 
letter to the Roman bishop Siricius. He treated the affair as 
one purely ecclesiastical ; he ordered tliat all wlio were sus- 
pected of participating in the spread of these false doctrines, 
should appear before a synod to be assembled at Bnrdelaga 
(Bordeaux) in the year 384. Instantius and Priscillian Avere 
the first to appear before it. After tlie former liad been de- 
posed from the episcopal dignity, because what lie said in de- 
fence of himself was not found to be satisfactory, Priscillian 
forestalled the sentence which he might expect, by appealing 
to the emperor, by which infatuated step he prepared the way 
for his own destruction. The bishops, partly from their own 
weakness, partly out of hostility to Priscillian, forebore to 


Sulpicitts Sevems pronounces this parum sana consilia. 
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protest ag^aihstthis proceedins:, by which, contrary to the exist- 
ing theory’ of rights in the Western church, a purely spiritu^ 
oifence was brought and tried before a secular tribunal. 

Accordingly, all that were complained of, or suspected, w^re 
cited before the emperof*’s tribunal* Idacius and Ithacius ap* 
peared as the accusers ; and Ithacius, it is said, was for fixing 
the suspicion of Priscillianism on ail who led a strict and 
serious Christian life, for which he had no liking himself ; all 
who were much given to the study of the Bible, or who often 
fasted.* A truly pious man, however, who then resided at 
Triers, declared very strongly asrainst this ///zspiritual mode of 
proceeding. It was the bishop Martin of Tours.l 

He declared it to be an unheard-of thing that an ecclesiastical 
matter should be Judged by a secular court on principles of the 
civil law. He entreated Maximus to spare the lives of the 
unfortunate men ; it was enough that, by the decision of the 
bishops they had been declared false teachers, and deprived of 
their churches. As long as Martin was present the trial was 
actually delayed, and before his departure the emperor promised 
him there should be no shedding of blood ; but when Martin 
was gone, the emperor, through the influence of two bishops, 
Magnus and Rufus, was led to. change his mind, foeing the 
more readily disposed to follow the advice of these two bishops, 
who recommended severity, because the property of the rich 
Priscillian and of his followers excited his cupidity. f He 

* The words of Sulplcius Severus : Ilic stultitiffi eo usque processerat, 
at oinnes etiam sanctos viros, quibus aut studium inerat lectionis aut 
propositum erat certare jejuiiiis, tanquam Priscilliani socios aut discipulos 
in crimen arcesseret. 

f Although descended from heathen parents, yet he had already when 
a child received the seeds of Christiauity into his heart. Against his 
own will he became a soldier, and showed the evidence of Christian piety 
in the military service. Then he became a monk, finally, a bishop. The 
veneration of his period denominated him a worker of miracles. See 
his biography by Sulpiclus Severus, one of his enthusiastic admirers, who 
had known him personally, but losing himself in exaggerations, has 
given us too little of the genuinely historical and characteristic fatts 
relating to his life. See also the dialogue of Sulpicius. 

I Sulpicius Severus, who would fain excuse Maximus, says (Dialog. 
III., c. 9) that most people at that time suspected the emperor of covet- 
ousness, si quidem in bona eorum inhiaverat ; and the pagan Pacitns 
Drepanins says in his panegyric on the emperor Theodosius the Great, 
c. 29, concerning the cause of Maximus’ inclination in favour of these 
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committed tnal of the ciuse to a severe judgpj Jhe j^refeet 
•Euodiiis. .Priscillian was condemned not only ’ as n false 
teacher, but also as a violator of the laws. He was accused of 
djissei^inating doctrines, Ae tendency of wdiich wa*s to cisud- 
tenance and encourage ulnatural lusts. In the secret assem- 
blies of the sect, it was asserted, ’a bomijiations of this kind had 
actually taken place. Maximus appealed, in his letter to the 
Roman bishop Sincius, to the fact that the crimes of Priscillian 
had been disclosed by his own confession but it is easy to 
see that everything depends on tlie question how this confession 
was drawn forth. An admission extorted by the rack, as this 
most probably was,! wants the force of evidence ; and the very 
circumstance that the emperor felt it necessary to justify his 
conduct before the Roman bishop may betray the conscious- 
ness of his guilt. 

Tiie result of this judicial process was, that Priscillian and 
several of his most important adherents were executed with the 
sword.} Others, after the confiscation of their goods, were 
banished to the island of Syllina (Scilly). 

There was one irfdividua), however, of the bishops assembled 
at Trier, nambly, Tlieognist, who declared in the most emphatic 
language, witiiout fear of tlie emperorV anger, against this 
whole proceeding, and he renounced the fellowship of all those 
who had taken any pa:t in it. I'he voice of tliis individual 
by itself was of little avail ; but he was now to be sustained 
by a powerful ally. Tlie bishop JMartin was on the point of 
returning to Triers for the jnirpose of imploring the mercy of 
the emperor in behalf of numbers wlro had been engaged or 

bishops, whom he calls nominibus antistites, rovera aufem satellites 
atque carnifices : a quibu#tot simul votiva veniebaiit avavo divitum bona. 

* In this letter, first publis)ied by Cardinal Baronins from the Vatican 
library, Maximus says; Cseterum quid adhuc proxime proditura sit, 
Mlnichaeos sceleris admittere, non arguinentis, neque suspicionibus dubiis 
vel incertis, sed ipsorum confessione inter judicia prolatis, malo quod ex 
gestis ipsis tua sanctitas, quam ex nostro ore coguoscat ; quia hujusce- 
modi non modo facta turpia, veruni etiarn feeda dictu, proloqui sine 
rubore non possumus. . • . . 

t Pacatus Drepanius jnentions expressly, in connection with this inves- 
tigation, the gemitus et tormenta miserorura. 

} Among the persons executed was also the noble and ricli widow 
Euchrotia, of whom Pacatus Drepanius says (1. c. ;) Exprobabatur mu- 
fieri viduse nimia reiigio et diligentius culta divinitas. Quid hoc majus 
pDterat intendere accusator sacerdqs ? 
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implicated in the recent political strifes. The. bishops, who 
heard of this, dreaded his great influence,. Moved by theif 
representations Maximus caused Martin to be informed before 
he /^me iftto the city, that he could not be permitted tp entjpr 
unless hQ promised to keep peace fvith the bishops. Martin 
answered he wotild come witli the peace of Christ. 

When he arrived at Triers he attached himself to Theogtiist ; 
and fruitless were all the efforts of Maximus to make him 
satisfied with the conduct of the bishops — ^fruitless all his repre* 
sentations to bring about a reconciliation betwixt him and the 
party of Ithacius. Finally he dismissed him in anger. 

Meantime the emperor had resolved to send to Spain a 
military commission with nrilimited powers, for the purpose of 
continuing the trials and the punishment of the PriscilHanists. 
Had this purpose been executed, others doubtless besides the 
Priscillianists, whose property was coveted, or who might be 
looked upon as belonging to the sect merely on account of the 
cast of their countenance or tlie ascetic dress,* would have 
fallen victims to the persecution. Martin, ever since his first 
interview with Maximus, had been labouring to persuade him 
that he ought not to execute this decree ; but the latter had 
given only evasive replies. At length Martin heard all at once 
that tribunes, commissioned with full powers, had been actually 
sent to Spain. He hurried immediately, though it was night, 
to the palace, and promised the emperor that he would admit 
the bishops to church-fellowship if the emperor would recal 
the tribunes; and by this compliance he rescued, for the time 
being, several unhappy creatures from ruin. 

Though many, influenced by the blind zeal against 
heretics, and by the perverse principle^ of Augustin, carried 
out to tie extreme that it was right to bring back the 
erring to the truth and to salvation, by the fear of bodily 
sufferings, *!■ were induced to approve of those oppressive mea- 

* Sulpic. Sever. Dialog. 1. III. c. 11, cum quis pallore potius autveste 
quam fide haereticus sestimaretur. 

f Leo the Great, taking for granted, indeed, that Prispillian set forth 
doctrines totally destructive of good morals, says of this mode of proceed- 
ing against heretics, ep. 15, adTurribium; Profiiit diu ista districtio 
ecclesiasticae lenitati, quae, etsi sacerdotal i contenta judicio cruentas refu- 
git ultiones, severis tamen Christianorum principum constiiutiombus 
adjuvatur, dum ad spiritale nonnunquam recurruut remedium, qni timent 
corporale supplicium. 
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sures, or at least to wink at* them ; yet influential , .voices de- 
clawed agamst them. When, at a later period, Ambrose gf 
Milan came to Triers on business of the young emperor, 
yalegtinian TI., he was^not deterred by any feer uf the. dis- 
pleasure of Maximus froixi refusing the fellowship of the church 
to those bishops who had taken part in those proceedings 
and he compared them with the Pharisees, wdio questioned 
Christ respecting the punislnnent which, according fo the civil 
law^s, was due to the woman taken in adultery.'!' Siricius, 
bishop of Rome, took the same ground with Ambrose. J Itha- 
cius was afterwards deposed from his episcopal office, and the 
schism lasted for some time between these two parties of bishops, 
the party that approved, and those wdio condemned, the pro- 
ceedings against the Priscillianists. 

For the rest, tlie death of l^i'iscillian and his friends could 
not effect the suppression of the sect ; on the contrary, it 
served to give it a new access of enthusiasm. § Priscillian, 
and many of tliose wdio liad been executed with liim, wxtg 
adored by the sect as martyrs. 

As to the doctrfties of Priscillian, wo And, so far as we-can 
gain any knowledge of them from the meagre accounts of 

* As Ambrose himself relates, ep. 24 ad Valentiniaiium ; Me abstinere 
ab iis qui aiiquos, devios licet a fide, ad necem petebat. 

■f Ep. 26 ad Ireiiseum ; Quid enim aliud isti dicuiit, quam dicebant 
Judsei, reos criminum legibus esse publicis piiniendos, et ideo accusari 
eos etiam a sacerdotibus in publicis judiciis oportuisse, quos adaeruiit se- 
cundum leges oportuisse puniri. 

I We must infer this from the vi. canon of the Council of Turin. 
Harduiu. 1. f. 959, wliere the decisions of Ambrose and of the bishop of 
Rome are placed together as one and the same. 

§ With what suspicion Christians, and especially monks, coming from 
Spain, were regarded in the beginning of the fifth century in fact, 

Priscillianism often put on the garb of Monacliisrn), from the dread of 
the Priscillian heresy, which was there so widely diftused, is seen in the 
instan’ce of the monk Baechiarius, who, in his tract cle fidt;, and in his ex- 
hortation to a fallen monk, (ad Januarium de reparationc lapsi,) discovers, 
as a teacher of faith and morals, a moderate and gentle spirit. Driven, 
perhaps by the political disturbances, from Spain, lie betook liimself to 
some other district of the West, where he might hope to enjoy more 
tranquillity ; whether to Rome, as we might infer from the account of 
Genadius, c. 24, remains uncertain, as this account contains several other 
statements ■which are manifestly incorrect. As it seems, no one was 
•willing however, to receive him in any of the cloisters, and the bishops 
also hesitated to grant him the fellowship of the church because they 
suspected him, on account of the country he came from, of heresy. TT ds_ 
led him to draw up in his own defence his confession of faith, which was 

VOL. IV. 2 k 
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their*adver/4ai*ies,* that Dualism aiid the emanation theory were 
cpmbiried together in them — elements related to ‘Gnosticism* 
and Manichaeism. He supposed a kingdom of liglit, wh|^ch 
developed itself in manifold gradatiqns, by emanation fro;m the 
original source, and opposed to this iSi kingdpm of darkness ot 
chaos, out of which, as an emanation from it> proceeded the 
powers of darkness, at the head of whom stands Satan. f The 
souls which emanated from the divine essence are sent forth to 
combat the powers of darkness ; they vow in the presence of 
God to contend with firmness and constancy, and the angels 
stimulate them with exhortations. They descend through the 
seven heavens, perhaps the kingdoms of the seven star-spirits, f 
forming the boundary betwixt the kingdoms of liglit and of 
darkness, in order to attack this latter ; and probably it was 
Priscillian’s notion that from each of these sidereal regions the 
souls appropriated and brought along with them a correspond- 
ent sidereal vehicle.§ But now the powders of darkness sue-, 
eeed in drawing down the souls to themselves, and of enchain- 
ing them in bodies. || This result, however, is not a mere 

« 

first published by Muratori in the second volume of the above-cited col- 
lection of avExS-jT* from the Ambrosian library, and again by Galland. 
bibl. patr. T, IX, The manner, then, in which he here justifies anti- 
thetically his orthodoxy, pai’ticularly in respect to the doctrines of the 
Trinity, the humanity of Christ, the resurrection, the origin of the soul, 
in respect to marriage, the ascetic life and the canon of the sacred scrip- 
tures, shows clearly that it was against the suspicion of being tainted 
with the Priscillian doctrines, so widely diffused in his own country, he 
had chiefly to defend himself. 

Especially the Commonitorium of Orosius to Augustin, (Augustin, 
haeres. 70,) and the answer of bishop Leo the Great to Turribius, bishop 
of Asturica, (A.storga,) in which he for the most part joins in accepting 
the report oMie latter respecting tlie doctrines of this sect, in order to 
their confutation. 

f Satanam ex Chao et tenehris emersisse. Leo ad Turrib. c. vi. 

t Comp, the doctrine of the Ophites. 

§ If we consider, however, that Priscillian used the Ascensio Isaise, 
which has come to our knowledge in the Ethiopic translation, (ed. Law- 
rence. Oxon. 1819,) it becomes, perhaps, more probable that by the seven 
heavens he ^ understood seven graduated classes of the higher world of 
spirits following one after the other — seven stages of the higher world of 
emanation, according to the Cabbalistic theology. It may be questioned* 
also, whether the sidereal world, according to his theory, belongs wholly 
to the kingdom of evil, or rather answers to the Gnostic kingdom of tlie 
Demiurge. 

{) According to Leo’s representation, c. 10, Priscillian supposed an 
>Krlier guilt preceding birth j but the representations of Orosius and of 
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^ccident, but the#powers of Sarkness are destined tims tg sub- 
serve the pCirposes*of the divhie wisdom in bringing about the 
detraction of their own kingdom. The heavenly souls were 
d«stin«d to destroy the kingdom of darkness in its own s^at, 
and this was actually brodght about by the redemptiftn.* 

Over against’ the twelve sidereal powers, the twelve signs of 
the ‘Zodiac, to which man is supposed to be related and sub- 
jected by means oi his body (wliose several parts and members 
Priscillian assigned to the different constellations of the Zodiac), 
he placed the twelve heavenly powers, represented under the 
name of the twelve patriarchs, to whom the souls of men are 
supposed to be related, and under whose guidance they stand. 
Hence man, representing in his soul and body the universe in 
miniature, unites in himself the higher and lower worlds, 
heaven and earth. By virtue of the inherent dependence of 
the body, in which the soul lias been imprisoned by the powers 
of darkness, man continues to be subject to the influences of the 
stars until the soul, which is delated to God, obtains, through 
its fellowship with that higher*world from which it had sprung, 
power to deliver itself from those lower influences. In order 
to the deliverance of these souls the Redeemer appeared on earth. 

It ca^nnot be determined with certainty what Priscillian thought 
of the divine and the human natures of Christ. . It is certain 
that he entertained M«. uarchian notions respecting the relation 
of the Son of God to the Trinity, as well as respecting the 
Trinity generally. According to ids tlieory of the body, as 
being the seat and origin of evil ; of birth as a work of the 

Augustin, M-hich we luive followed, manifestly bear more of the character 
of originality, and expressions from a letter of Prisciilian confirm this 
representation. If we must suppose that Leo’s exposition nmst harmon- 
ize with that of Augustin, the harmony, in the sense of Priscillian, might 
be sought for simply in this, that the submitting to be overcome by the 
powers of darkness was represented as a contraction of guilt, which Leo 
was at fault iu not only understanding in the right way in conformity 
with Prisciilian’s train of ideas. 

* Here we recognise Priscillian’s general principle, which is to 1:^ found 
also in the Manicluean system ; arte, non potentia Dei, agi omnia bona 
in hoc mundo. The kingdom of light, by its victorious wisdom, forces 
the princes of darkness, on the very spot where they seem to be insolent 
and to conquer, to subserve its purposes and prepare the way for their 

own downfall. . • • 

t Priscillian’s words, in a letter, are ; Hmc pnma sapientia est, m anir 
marum typis divinarum virtutum intelUgere naturas et corporis dis-^ 
positioiicm, in qua obligatum coelum videtur et terra. • 
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poweifS of darkness ; he could not admit the fact of the birth of 
Christ with a true human body of earthly sfeuff. If, then, the* 
testimony of Leo is to be relied on,* that the Priscillianists at- 
trib*uted the predicate “ only begotten ” to the Saviour Ojuly in 
the senseftihat he alone was borp of a lirgiri, yet this certainly is 
not to be so understood as if Priscillian had wholly adopted the 
church nojtions respecting the birth of Christ. He might be 
the more induced to dwell on the predicate in this sense, if he 
reckoned among the extraordinary facts connected with Christ’s 
birth his having brought with him a body of ethereal mould ; 
and thus the being born denoted, in his case, something en- 
tirely different from what it does in the case of other men. 
From the antithetic dogmas, however, which the council of 
Toledo, in the year 400, opposed to the Priscillianists, it is 
evident that the latter represented Christ as one who was inca- 
pable of being born (innascibilis), and maintained that Christ’s 
divine and corporeal nature Avere one and the same. This 
seems to involve tJie Manichaeamform of conception ; — the one 
divine light-nature exhibited iteelf to the eye of sense under 
the semblance merely of an object of sense. Leo says, more- 
over, that they could not join with the church in celebrating 
the festival of Christinas, because they held the Docetit notions 
respecting Ciirist’s appearance on earth. If Priscillian gave 
})articular prominence to tlie sufferifig of Christ, in accom- 
plishing the \vork of redemption, this circumstance would, it 
is true, seem not quite consistent with the Docetic views ; but 
the way in which he expresses liimself on this point admits of 
being explained also, even if ^t^e suppose that, like Mani, he 
attributed to the sufferings of Christ only a symbolical meaning. •]■ 
As the twelve signs of the Zodiac have influence on the birth 
of the outward man, so the twelve celestial powers, opposed to 
them, influence the new birth, whereby the inner man is to he 
restored to fellowship with the divine substance from which it 
emanated. J What is affirmed of Christ, that he was born of 
a woman, but conceived of the Holy Ghost,§ the Priscillianists 

* L. c. c. III. 

t Christ by his sufferings, said Priscillian, annulled the bond, Col. 
ii. 14, by virtue of which the sou! was held imprisoned in the body by the 
powers of darkness, and was made subject to the sidereal influences. 

% Leo c. 13. Duodecim virtiites, quse reformationem hominis interioris 
operantur, ut in earn substantiam de qua prodiit, reformetur. 

^ I Leo c. 9. Filios promissionis ex mulieribiis quidem natos ; sed ex 
spiritu sancto conceptos. 
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applied to aU the sons of th^ promise. It may be questioned, 
•however, whether^ they understood this of the birth, so*far as 
mau’s inner essence is derived from God, or of the ucav birth 
as'contrasted with the natural. The rrisclllianists, as ma^ be 
gathered from what they Affirmed coiicerning the P^itriarchs, 
acknowledged the authority of the Old Testament. They ap- 
propriated it to their purpose by resorting to the allegorical 
method of interpretation ; but it still might be the case that 
in so doing they distinguished the God of the Old Testament 
from the God of the Gospel.* Besides the canonical scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament, however, they made use of 
several apocryphal writings, as, for example, the hymn of 
thanks sung by Christ on his last visit to the mount of Olives 
f Matth. xxvi. 30), which they said was handed down among 
the initiated alone, f 

The moral system of the Priscillianists was, as their doctrine 
concerning the origin of the body required, rigidly ascetic.^ It 
enjoined austerities of all sorts, and, in particular, celibacy. 
The charges laid against theiy of dissolute conduct are, to say 
the least, not sufficiently well authenticated ; but it must be 
owned, that, ’in common with most of the theosophic sects who 
were in the habit of distinguishingan esoteric and an exoteric doc- 
trine, they were extremely loose in their principles of veracity. 
They affirmed that a falsehood might be allowed for a holy end — 
for example, to promoie the spread of their own mysteries ; 
and that it was right to conceal from the multitude, by aflPect- 
ing to agree with them in their fleshly notions, that which they 
were as yet incapable of understanding. There w'as no obliga- 
tion to speak out the whole truth, except to the enlightened ; 
that is, to the members of the sect : and to give some sliadow 
of foundation for this view respecting the limit to the obliga- 
tion of truthfulness, they made use of the passage in Eplies. iv. 
25, distorted to their own meaning. Their bishop Dictimiius, 
who, at the council of Toledo, in the year 400, came over to the 
Catholic church, had written a work, entitled “ The Seales,”; 
in which these principles were expounded and defended. But 
--it is plain, from this very principle of theirs, that* their own 
sayings respecting the character of the sect and its doctrines, 
as well as the declarations in the recantations of its members 

* As is implied in the genuine antithetic proposition of the council of 
Toledo. t See Augustin, ep. 237 ad Ceretiura. t Libra. 



502 


PRISCILLIANISTS. 


who' returned back to the Catholic church, deserve little 
confidence*. • * . 

' Hence, many Catholic ecclesiastics were of the opinion that, 
in order to draw from the Priscilliapists a true account of clie 
subject matter of their doctrines, if, was right to adopt the 
same method of dissimulation. But Augustin composed an 
excellent treatise for the express purpose of exposing the 
immorality of this method, and of setting forth the absolute 
universality of the obligation to veracity.* 

By following out this principle, the Priscillianists found it, 
of course, comparatively easy to propagate their sect, in spite 
of all the persecutions ; and as accessory to this purpose came 
in also the political agitations, occasioned by the migration of 
wandering tribes over vSpain, amidst which movements the 
oversight of the church couhl not be so constantly and strictly 
maintained. The council of Braga, in the year 563, found it 
necessary to enact new laws with a view to the detection and 
suppression of the Priscillianists ; and from this circumstance 
we see how long they were enabled to maintain themselves, 
and how easilyj* they might scatter the seeds of their doctrines 
far down into tlie succeeding periods. 

Although these later influences of the old Oriental sects, in 
their relation to the development of this particular period, may 
appear unimportant, yet they were propagated to the follow- 
ing centuries, and proved an important means in the hand of 
God, whereby a lively opposition was first aroused to the 
adulteration of the gospel by the intrusion of human dogmas, 
and to the slavery of the spirit which thence resulted ; and 
whereby the laity was brought back to a consciousness of the 
rights pertaining to the universal priestly office of Christians 
at large, and to the pure well-spring of the truth in the 
divine w^ord. 

His work de raendacio ad Consentium. 
f Concilium Bracarense i. 
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cerning the person of Christ, iv. 
120 


Ambrose. Election to the episcopate, 
iii. 101, 1U2, 111, 200, 204. In- 
cident with Theodosius, iii. 255. 
Priscilliaii, iv. 493. Active in 
behalf of Monachisin, iii. 367. 
Against Joviniau, iii. 390. Con- 
cerning fasts on the Sabbath, iii. 
423. Composer of Church hymns, 
iii. 451, Antliroi>oiogy, iv. 287. 
Intermediate state tor unbaptized 
cljildren, iv. 434. Lord’s supper, 

iii. 468; iv. 436 

Ammianus Marcellinus, hi. 45, 47, 
58, 71, 192 

Ainphilochi'is of Iconium. Against 
images, iii. 412. Doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit, iv. 86 
Anachorets. See ]\Ionachism. 
Anastasiiis, emjKU'or, iv. 239 
Anastasias, presbyter of Kestorius, 

iv. 126 

Anastasiiis of Rome, iv. 462 
Anatolius of Constantinople, iv. 221 
Anatolius of Rome, iv. 256 
Ancyra, counciJ of (a.d. 314), iii. 
209, 227, 254. Synod of (a.d. 
358), iv. 66 

Andreas of Samosata, iv. 177 
Annianus, iv. 334 
Anthinius, iv. 244 
Anthropology, iv^278, 410 
Anthropomor|diites, h%*463 
Anthusa, iii. 321 ; iv. 467 
’Ayrtfj,sfi<r 7 airiS ruv ovofixrm in Ap- 
pollinaris, controverted by Theo- 
dore, iv. 119 ; in the Alexandrian 
school, iv. 119 , 

Antiochian school, iii. 212. Inter^ 
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preiation of .scripture, iii. 497. 
Points in ''\vhieh it. differed gene- 
, rally from the Ale.vandiian school, 

iii. 498. Doctrine concerning the 
person of Christ, ir. 108 

Antioch, councils of (A.i>. 341), iii. 
218; iv. 476. Council of (a.d.- 
345), iv. 45 
Anthony, iii. ^323-33.3 
Aphthartodocetisrn, iv. 208 
Apocatastasis, iv. 445 
Apollinaris of Antioch, iii. 82 
Apollinaris of Laodicca, iii. 82. 
Doctrine concerning tlie person of 
Christ, iv. 98-106. Controverted 
bv Theodore of jropsnestia, iv. 
108 

Arabia, the gospel in, iii. 166, 171 
Arcadius, iii. 111, 116; iv. 476 
Ardaschad, synod at, iii. 101 
Arian controversy, iv. 1-28 
Ariminum, council of, iv. 08 
Arius, iv. 1, 9. Doctrine, iv. 3-9. 
Participation in the Ariaii contro- 
versy, iv. 9-27. Doctrine of tlie 
Holy Spirit, iv. 84. Doctrine 
concerning the person of Christ, 

iv. 93. 

Arles, council of (.\.D. 314), iii. 268. 
On the time of the paschal feast, 

iii. 427. Council of (.i.D. 355), 

iv. 53. Council of (a.d. 475), 
iv. 401 

Armenia, Christianity in, iii. 100, 
161. Monophysites in, iv. 271 
Amobius the younger, iv. 400 
Ashebethos, iii, 167 
Asterius of Amasea, iii. 69. On 
images, iii. 408, 411 
Asylum, law of, iii. 206 
Atbanaric, iii. 180 

Athanasius, life and labours, iv, 30- 
84. Julian and Athanasius on 
* persecution, iii, 47. On Origen, iv. 
449. Doctrfcie of tlie Holy Spirit, 
iv. 84. Doctrine of creation, iv. 
92. Against Apollinarianism, iv, 
104. Lord’s supper, iv, 439 
Atticus of Constantinople, iii. 159 ; 
iv. 478 

^pdius and the Audians, iv. 484 


Augustin. Development of his Chris- 
tian life and doctrines, iii. 501.' 
His mother, iii. 321. PlKtonisni, 
iii. 144-146. De civ. Dei, jii, 
13'^, 132. De fi<le et operibus, lif. 
14)L 113- Concerning Rome, iii, 
237. On councils, iii. 249 ; Church 
discipline, iii. 255. Etforts with 
the Donatists, iii. 280-307. In 
behalf of the Anchorites, iii. 352. 
jMonaehism, de 0 ])ere Monachorum, 

iii. 368. Against Jovuuian, iii. 392. 

De boiio conjugali, iii. 392. Read- 
ing of the Bible, iii. 397. Sign of 
the (TOSS, iii. 4U6. Fasting on the 
Sabbath, iii. 423, Fasts, iii. 431. 
Festival of the New Year, iii. 446. 
As a preacher, iii. 448. Frei^uent 
celebration of the l.ord’s suy)per, 
in. 466. Idea of sacrifice in the 
supper, iii. 471. Adoration of 
saints, iii. 473. The Chiii’ch- 
father of tin; West, iii. 501-510. 
Doctrine of Jhe Holy Spirit, iv. 87, 
Anthro]>ology, iv. 288. De gestis 
Polagii, iv. 314. On the civil jmwer 
applied against Julian, Jv. *629. 
Appeal t" u-'- < ’fri-' \'i!i conscious- 
ness, iv. 330. Antagonist of the 
Pelagian doctrines, iv. 337-360. 
De gratia et libcro arbitrio, and de 
correjdione et gratia, iv. 309, 379. 
De pra-destinatione sanctorum, and 
de dono perseverantia?, against. the' 
8emi-Pelagians, iv. 370, 381. 

Retractiones, opus imp,, and death, 

iv. 385. Idea of the sacraments, 
iv. 424. Opposed to the limbus 
infantium, iv. 435. On faith in 
the case of infant baptism, iv. 435. 
Doctrine of the Lord’s supper, iv. 
439. Purgatory, iv. 443. Demen- 
dacio ad coiisentiura, iv. 502. Re- 
fuses gifts to the churches, iii. 193. 

Authority of the Roman Church, iii. 
234 

Auxentius, bishop of the Goths. See 
Appendix. 

Avitiis, monk, iii. 361 
Babseus, iv. 270 
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Babylfis the maityr, iii. 89 
i^aclwarius, iv. 497 • 

Bacurius, iii. 163 * 

Bautism, iv. 428. Enchites, iii. r4.5. 
.Jidn^biistratioii of, iii. 452*455. 
Doctrine of, iv'. 428 
Barbatianus, iii. 391 
Bar Siidaili, iv. 271 
Bar^imas, abbot, iv. 199 
Barsiimas of Nisibis, iv. 270 
Basiliscus, iii. 191; i^ . 234 
Basil of Ancyra, iv. 66 
Basil of Ca\sarea, iv, 7 !. Frien-l of 
Gregory Naziaiizen, Ia'. 100. At 
Athens, iii. 212. Election to the 
episcopate, iii. 217. Julian, iii. 
82. Basilias, iii. 194. Interce.s- 
sion, iii. 199. In favour of the 
Cenobite life, iii. 3-19. Buies for 
monks, iii. 355. Doctrine of the 
Holy KSpirit, iv. 86. Chrestomathy 
from Origen, iv. 449 
Benedict of Nursia, iii. 370-375 
Benjamin the deacon, iih 157 * 

Bible, reading of the, iii. 396. Bead- 
ing of the Billie liefore the church I 
ass*nibyes, iii. 400. Study of' the { 
Bible among the Goths, iii. 182. ! 
Among the Antiochians, iii. 212 ! 

Bishop. See Church constitution. 
Bonifacius of Borne, iii. 247 
Boniface 11. of Boine, iv. 408 
Bonosus opposed to the worship of 
Mary, iii. 48>1 

Bordeaux, synod at (A. D. 384), iv. 

493 i 

Braga, council of (a.d. 561), iii. 451 ; 
iv. 502 

Cajcilian, iii. 264, 266 
Csesarius of xVrles, iii. 370 ; iv. 405 
Calliana (Calcutta), iii. 165 
Candidian, iv. 153-168 
Carthage, council of (a.d. 401), iii. 
225, 425; (a.d. 403), iii. 281; (a.d. 
404), iii. 282 ; (A.D. 407, 418), iii. 
247 ' 

Cassian, John, iii. 350, 369; iv. 375 
Cassiodorus, iii. 212; iv. 308 
Catechumens, iii. 455 
Celibacy, hi. 207 


Cenobites, iii. 350 , 

Clialcedoii, delegates at^%v, 17*. Ecu- 
menical council ot, iv. 2-1* 
Cdiaracter iudelobiiis, iv. 426 
Chor bishops, iii. 226 
' Christy doctrine conceriur," tlie p'erson 
• of, iv. 92-268 ^ 

Christmas, festival of, iii. 437-444 
Chrvs.iphius, iv. 2 (j 8, 221 
Chrysostom, iv. 467-47*4. Anthusa, 
iii. 321. Labours ill belia!!' of the 
Goths, iii. 181. Eutrojdus, iii. 2U5. 
Piesbyters, iii. 220. 8fagiiius, iii. 
33)7. Anachorets, iii. 3,49. IMona- 
chism, iii. 378, On the right wor- 
ship of God, iii. 394. Prayer, iii. * 
395. P.eading of the Bible, lii. 396, 
Sign of the cross, iii. 400. Images, 

iii. 4(18, 411. Cekhratiou of festi- 
vals, iij.419. Easts, iii. 429. Christ- 
inas, iii. 437. As a preacher, iii. 
450. Infant hajitism, iii. 455. 
Lord’s su|)])er, iii. 466. Faciitice 
ill tlie Lord’s su])per, iii. 471. Bil- 
grimages, iii. 481, Inspiration and 
inteipietatioii of scripture, iii. 490, 
Anthropology, iv. 417. Baptism, 

iv. 429. Doctrine of the Lord’s 
supper, iv. 436 

Church, invisible and visible fail- 
ure of distinguishing between — in 
the Donatist controversy, iii. 287. 
Conception of the — by Ticlionius, 
iii. 296. Augustin ap^iroximating 
to the true conception of, iii. 300. 
Conception of the invisible church 
by Jovinian, iii. 389^ 

(Tuirch and state, iii. Io4-207 
Church building.s, iii. 400-404 
Church constitution, iii. 184-253 
Church discipline, iii. 253-257 
Church psalmody, iii. 450-451 
Church schisms, iii. 257-316 
Circuracelhones, iii. 272 
Ccelestin of Bome^^i^l74. In the 
Nestorian controversy, iv. 143, 188. 

In the Pelagian controversy, iv. 
386 

Coelestius, iv. 308. Doctrine of bap- 
tism, iv. 432 

Communion, daily, iii, 465 
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* Confii'mation, iii, 219, 459 
ConsiiiR evailgelica disputed by Jo- 
.-vinian, iii. 382, How considered 
by Pelagius, iv. 322. By Julian, 

iu, 375 

Constans, ip. 43. Donatists, il*. 274. ‘ 
Arian controversy, and Athanasius; 

iv. 48 

Constantia, sister of Constantine, iii. 
22, 407 ; iv. 28 

Constantine the Great, iii. 7-42, 147, 
187, 189, 191, 195. Donatists, 

iii. 273. Letter to Antony, iii. 
331. Arian controversy, iv. 17- 
38. Manichceans, iv. 487 

Constantine the younger, iii. 43 ; iv. 
61 , 
Contantinople, second ecumenical 1 
council of (a.d. :)31), iv. 81. I 
Condemnation of Apollinaris, iv. j 
106. Council of (a.d. 360), iv. i 
70. Synod at (a.d. 448), iv. 204. j 
Synod under Mennas at (a.d. 53G), | 

iv. 246. Council of (a.d. 551), 
iv. 262. Fifth ecumenical council 
at (A.D. 553), iv. 264 

Constantins, iii. 43-51. Arian con- 
troversies, iv. 40 
Constantins Chlorus, iii. 7 
Cosmas Indieopleustes, iii. 165, 440 
Councils, iii. 247-253 
Councils, general, iii. 247-252 
Creationism, iv. 352 
Crescoiiius, iii. 280, 281 
Crispus, iii. 41 
Cross, sign of the, iii. 405 
Cultus, Chrin^ian, iii. 393 
Cyrill of Alexandria. Kepreseutative 
of the Alexandrian sehool, iv. 133. 
In the Nestorian controversy, iv. 
137-196 

Cyrill of Jerusalem, iii. 139, 399, 
457, 465; iv. 93. Bapti.sm, iv. 
428. Lord’s supper, iv. 436. 

<1 ^ le 

Dalmatius, iv. 164, 165 
Damasus of Rome, iii. 101, 210, 
218; iv. 454,493 
Deacons. Deaconesses, iii. 220-224 
Demetrius Chytas, iii. 45 
!6emophilus of Constantinople, iv. 80 


D4dymus, iii. 212 ; iv. 449 
Dictinnius, LihnVj iv. 501 
Diodore of Tarsus, iv. 192, 269 
Dionysius the Areopagite, writi^ngs 
ascribed to, iii. 497 ; iv. 27^5 v 
Dion^''sius Exigmis. Collection of 
decretals, iii. 252. On the time of 
the Easter festival, iii. 428 
Dioscurus, iv. 198, 219,229 
Diospolis, synod at (a.d. 415) ; iv, 
315 

Docetism. Hilary. See Appendix. 

Priscillian, iv. 500 
Domitian of Ancyrn, iv. 253 
Domnnsof Antioch, iv. 204, 216 
Donatists, iii, 258-308. Church dis- 
cipline, iii, 291 

Donatus of Oasce Nigroc, iii. 264, 268, 
270 

Doiiatus Magnus, iii. 270 
Dsimovas, iii. 170 

Easter, time of, iii. 427 
Pdessa, schoo) at, iv. 271 
Eleshaan, iii. 170 

Elvira, council of (A.D, 305), iii. 

202, 468. < ^ 

Ephesus, third ecumenical council at, 
iv. 152. Second general council 
(a.d. 449), or Robber synod, iv. 
211-220 

Epiphanius, iii. 225. Against images, 
iii. 414; iv. 450, 458 
Epiphany, feast of, iii. 419, 435. As 
a season for baptism, iii. 460. 
Episcopal power, growth of; iii. 214, 
220 

Escliatology, iv. 442-446 
Euchites, iii. 341-349 
Eudocia, iv. 142, 209, 221, 232 
Eudoxia, iii. 116 ; iv. 469 
Eudoxius of Antioch, later of Con- 
stantinople, iv. 70, 73 
Eugenius, iii. Ill 
Eulogius- of CiEsarea, iv. 314 " 
Eunapius, iii. 132 

Eunomius, iv. 58. An Aristotelian, 
. iii. 496. Doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, iv. 85. Doctrine concern- 
ing the person of .Christ, iv. 93 
Euoptius of Ptolemais, iv. 158 
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Euphemites, ir. 487* • 

^Eiipjiemins of Constiiitinople, iv.240. 
Eusebius of Caesarea. • Participation 
in the Arian controversy, iv. 15. 
^.?\gjunst images, iii. 409. Dc^'trine 
* of the Lord's supper, iv. 442. 
Panegyric on Constantine, ni. 8, 
30, 34, 3G 

Euaebius of Doryleiirn, iv. 204, 208 
Eusebius of Nicomedia. Participa- 
in the Arian controversy, iv. 19- 
29. Baptizes Constantine, iii, 48 
Eusebius of Persian Armenia, iii. 158 
Eusebius the presbyter, iii. 313 
Eusebius of Vercclli, iii. 214 ; iv. 53 
Eustathius of Antioch, and the Eu- 
stathians, iii. 341 ; iv. 73 
Eustathius of 8ebaste, and theEusta- 
thians, iii. 341 

Euthymius, monk, iii. 168; iv. 465 
Eutropius, iii. 200; iv. 468 
Eutyches, iv. 200, 207 
Euty chilis of Constantinople, iv. 264 
Evagrius, tlie OrigenisL iv. 461, 482 j 
Exarchs, iii, 231 

Facvmduj of Hermiane. Respecting 
councils, iii. 251. In the contro- 
versy of the three chapters, iv. 
253,* 255, 259 
Fasir and Axid, iii. 279 
Fasts, iii. 429. Jovinian on, iii. 382. 
Aerius opposed to laws regulating, 
iii. 486 

Fasting, seasons of, iii. 429-432 
Fausta the empress, iii. 41 
Faustus of Mileve, iii. 503; iv. 491 
Faustus of Khegium, lii. 370 ; iv. 
401. Controve.sy about his work 
De Gratia, iv. 406 
Felix* of Aptunga, iii. 286 
Festivals, Christian, iii. 427-447 
Flavian of Antioch, iii. 202, 346 
Flavian of Constantinople, iv. 204, 
210, 219 

Fortunins, iii. 282. 

Fraus pia. Euchites, iii. 345, Pris- 
cillianists, iv. 501 
Fniraentius, iii. 169 
Fulgentius Ferrandus, iv. 257 
Fulgentius of Ruspe, iv. 406 


I Galerius, edict of, iii, 1 • 

Galliis, Julian’s brofher, #ii. 

53 

Gangra, council of, iii. 209, 378 
Gaudentius of Brescia, iv. 509 . 

’ Gaudentius of Thamugade, iii. !‘87 
•Gelasius, iv. 348. Lord’s supper, iv. 
438 

General councils, iii. 247-252 
Gennadius, presbyter at Marseilles, 
on Augustm, iv. 404 
Gennadius of Lower Hermupolis, iv. 
237 

Georgius of Alexandria, iii. 49, 85 ; 
iv. 57 

Georgius of Laodicea, iv. 66 • 

1 Gnosirnaclii, iv. 486 
Goths, Christianity among the, iii. 
177-183; iv. 529. Allans, iv. 
91 : also in the Appendix. 

Grace. See Pelagian controversies. 
Gratian, iii. 100, 315 
Great Week, the, iii. 433 
Gregory of Alexandria, iv. 48 
Gregory of Nazianzus, iii. 215, 217 ; 
iv. 77, 78. ]\Iother, iii. 320. On 
councils, iii. 249. Infant baptism, 

iii. 453. Doctrine of the Holy 
IS[)irit, iv. 83. Doctrine concern- 
ing the person of Christ, iv. 96. 
Against Apollinarianism, iv, 105. 
Doctrine of baptism, iv. 428. In- 
termediate state for unbaptized 
cliildreii, iv. 434. Lord’s supper, 

iv. 441. Chrestomathy from Ori- 
gen, iv. 449 

Gregory of Nazianzus, the father, iii. 
84, 320 ; iv. 487 

Gregory of Nyssa. On baptism, iii. 
454. Influence on the council ofCon- 
atantino])le, iv. 83. His relations 
with Origen, iv, 441. Pilgrimages, 
iii. 484. On the rage for discuss- 
ing doctrines at Constantinople, iv. 
41. On the inA: - '^ experience in 
opposition to Eunomius, iv. 61. 
Doctrine of the Holy spirit, iv. 84. 
Doctrine concerning the person of 
Christ, iv. 96. Lord’s supper, iv. 
438. On the final restoration, iv. 
445 '■* 



508 


TO VOLS. ITT. A HD IV. 


Gre^oiy Photlstes, iii. 160 
Gregory, the ehlightener, iii. ICO 
Gyrovagi, iii. 3o0, 373 

Helena,, mother of Constantine, iii. 7, 
48+ 

Hellarliu.s of Tarsus, iv. 183 
Heividius, against the worship of 
Mary, iii. 48.3 
Heron, monk; iii, 3.39 
Ileros of Arles, iv. 314 
Hilarion, monk, iii. 333 
Hilarius, iii. 223 

Hilarus, deacon at home, ir. 219’ 
Hilary of Arles, iii. 245 
Hilary, the friend of Prosper, iv. 385 
Hilary of Poictiers. Against the con- 
founding of Church and State, iii. 
47. Author of church hymns, iii. 
451, In defence of Athanasius, iv. 
53. Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, 
r. 84. Soul and body of Christ, 
iv. 06. Anthropology, iv. 280. 
Lord’s supper, iv. 436 
Hipporegiiis, council of (a.d. 393), 
iii. 233 

Homerites, Christianity among the, 
iii, 106 

Honorius, iii. 113, 284 
Hormisdas, iii. 157 
Hormisdas of Rome, iv. 406 
Hosius of Cordova, iii. 41, 218; iv. 
57 

Hyginus of Cordova, iv. 492 
Hypsistarians, iv. 487 

Ibas of Edessa, iv, 284. Letter of, 
condemned, iv. 265 
Iberians^ conversion of the, iii. 162- 
164 

Idacius of Emerita, iv. 492 
Images, iii. 409-418 
India, the gospel in, iii. 164, 165 
Infant baptism, iii. 453-460 
Innocent of Rom", On the Roman 
primacy, iii. 241. On fisting 
on the Sabbath, iii. 424. In the 
Pelagian controversies, iv. 317. 
Inspiration, doctrine of, iii. 498 
Instantius, iv. 492 
Ih.%ercessions of bishops, iii. 199*203 


Ir^aeus, Comes,' iv. 154, 164 
Ireland, Christianity in, iii J72-^ 
177 

Isidore of Peliislum, iii. 190, 356, 359, 
401L 451; IV. 135. Anthropolo|^y, 
iv. 423. Baptism, iv. 430 
IsidoA, presbyter of Theophilus of 
Alexandria, iv. 465 
Ithacius of Sossuba, iv, 492. 

Jacob of Edessa and the Jacobites, 
iv. 272 

Jerome, iv. 451. Active in support 
of monasticism, iii. 367. Against 
Jovinian, iii. 391. On fasting on 
the Sabbath, iii. 423. Against the 
theatrical mode of church psalmody, 
iii. 452. On the Lord’s supper, 
iii. 407. Against Vigilantius, and 
in favour of the worship of the 
saints, iii. 479. Against Helvi- 
diu'^j iii. 483. Pilgrimages, iii. 
484. Interpretation of scripture 
‘ and inspiration, iii. 498. Pelagian 
controversies, iv. 311, 409. On 
Origen, iv. 454. 

Jerusalem, synod of (a.d. 4155; iv. 
312 

Jews. Favoured by Julian, iii. 71. 
Persecution of the Christi.ans on 
the part of the, iii. 148 
Jezdegerdes, iii. 156; iv. 527 
Johannites, iv. 478 

, John of Antioch, 182. In the Nesto- 
! rian controversy, iv. 147-163 
John, Comes sacrarum, iv. 172 
John of Jerusalem, iv. 457 
John Philoponus, iv. 274 
John, Syncellus of Cyrill, iv. 166 
John Talaya, iv. 237 
Joseph, Patriarch of Armenia, iii. 
161 

Jovian, iii. 95 ; iv. 76 
Jovinian, iii. 381-392 
Jud<aism, Julian’s views of. See 
Appendix. Its relation to Christi- 
anity and to paganism. See Appen- 
dix, 49-51, lOi 

Julian, emperor, iii. 49-94, 120-127, 
278 

’ Julian of Eclanum. Participation 
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in the Pelagian controA'ersies, ”lv. 
3^7. Adyocate* of tlie Pelagian 
doctrines, iv. 350, 307. Doctrine of 
^aptism, iv. 432 
J*Qliu»of -Rome, iii. 244 ; iv. 44 
Justin, iv, 243 - 

Justina, iv. 93 

Justinian, iii. 119 f iv. 244,489 
Juvenalis of Jerusalem, iv. 156, 212, 
232 

Laity, participation of the, in eccle- 
siastical elections, iii. 216 
Lampon, iv. 139 

Laodicea, council of, iii. 227, 459. 
On the festival of Sunday, iii. 422, 
On church psalmody, iii, 451 
Lazarus of Aix, iv. 314 
Lazians, conversion of the, iii. 163 
Leo the Great, Jii. 147,242, 245, 4-13; 
iv. 21 0. On the Robber’s synod, and 
the Chalcedonian council, iv. 218. 
Was he the author of the book 
vocatione gentium ?,iv. 392 ; Bla- 
nichaians, iv. 489. Priscillianists, 
496 

Leo,5?m}rCror, iv. 233 
Leontius of Neapolis, in defence of 
images, iii. 416-418 
Leporius, iv. 332 

Lerins, cloister of, iii. 370; iv. 387, 
401 

Lihaniii;s, iii. 35, 63-72 
Liberius of Rome, iii, 313, 437 ; iv. 
50 

Licinius, iii. 1G-26 
Life, Christian, iii. 31G-393 
Lord’s supper, celebration of the, iii. 
463-470. Doctrine of the, iv. 
435-442 
Lucian, iii. 127 
iucidus, iv. 401 
Lucifer of Cagliari, iv. 53, 75 
Luciferites, iv. 76 
Lucilla, iii. 264 

Macarius of Egypt, iv. 46iJ 
Macarius of Palestine, iii. 339 
IMacarius Politicus, iv. 460 
Macedonius of Constantinople (a.d. 
360), iv. 70 
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Macedouius of Constai^itinople (after 
A.D. 510), iv. 240 . 

Macedouius, monk, lii. 353 
Majorinus, iii. 267, 270 
]\laie (Malabar), iii, 165 
Manidncajis, iv. 487. kkxcludc wiae 
>11 the saenuiieii.t of the supper, iii. 

468 

Marceiliuus, iii. 284 i 
Marcellus, of Ancyra, iv. 50. Doc- 
trine concerning the person of 
Cluist, iv. 94. Opponent ol’Origcn, 
iv. 448 

Marcelln.s of Apamea, iii. 110 
Maiciau, emperor, iv. 221 
iMarcian, monk, iii. 3{>1 
Marciaiii.sts, iii. 341 
]\IaiTiagc. Despised hy the Eusta- 
thiaiis, iii. 347. Ju^iniaii’s views 
concerning, iii. 382. Consideied 
a sacrament h)’- Augustin, iv. 428 
Maris of Chalcedon, lii. 84 
Marius iMercator, iv. 400-423 
]\larlc of Arethusa, iii. 72, 86 
IMark ofMemplns. iv. 492 
]\Iark, monk. 8o]e trust in the Re- 
deemer, iii. 361 

Mai tin of Tours. Active in defence 
of moriasticism, iii. 367. Priscii- 
lianists, iv. 494 

]\1 avutlias of Tagrit, iii. 156; iv. 477 
Mary, wor.Jii}) ol', iii. 483. ^!ary the 
^ioroKos. 8ee Nestoriaii contro- 
versy. 

Matermis, iii. 48 
Slaxentius, iii. 10 
^laxiuiinus, lii. 2-6, 20 

Maximus, abh'ot, i\. 193 
Maximus, emperor, iv. 493 
MclehiaJes (Miltiades) of Rome, iii. 
268 

Bleletius of Lycojiolis, and the Mele- 
tian sdiism m Egypt, iii. 308-318 ; 
iv. ;>;> 

jMelctiaii schism ai Mtioch, iv. 75- 
81 

]\Ieletius of Mopsuestia, iv. 186 
]\Ieletius of >Sel)astc, iv. 74 
Memnon of Ejiliesus, iv. 154 
Mennas, iv. 250, 255, 489 
Mensuriu.-^, lii. 259, 263 
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Meropras, iii, 168 
Messalinas, iii^. 341 
M^tropolftan constitution, iii. 229 
Miesrob, iii. 160 
Milaii, synod at, iv. 53 
Mihr-TSTerseh, proclamation of iii. 
161 

Miracles. Views of Augustin con- 
cerning. See Appendix. 

Monachisra, in. 322-393 
Monica, iii. 321 

Moiiophysites beyond the Roman 
empire, iv. 271 

Mouophysite controversies, iv. 231 
Moses of Chorene, iii. 1 63 

Nectarius of Constantinople, iii. 257 
Neo C^sarea, council of (a.d. 314), 

iii. 209, 455 

Neo-Platonism, iii. 51, 53, 118, 144 
Nestorians in Persia, iv. 269 
Nestorijin schools, iii. 212 
Nestorian controversy, iv. 122, 570 
Nestorius, iv. 122-172, 187-191, 
Anthropology and participation in 
the Pelagian controversy, iv. 421 
New Year, festival of the, iii. 445- 
447 

Nicaj in Thrace, iv. 69 

Nice, council of (first ecumenical), 

iv. 18-27; iii. 214, 217, 222. 
Decision with respect to the Meie- 
tian schism, iii. 31 1. On the time 
of the celebration of the passover, 
iii. 428. Intended council of (a.d. 
451), iv. 366 

Kilns, iii. 338. Against indolence 
and too long prayer, iii. 342. On 
the monastic life, iii. 354, 355, 
376, On images, iii. 413. Lord’s 
supper, iv. 436 
Niobites, iv. 273 
Nisibis, iii. 212; iv. 271 
Nitria, cloisters of, iii. 358 
Nonna, iii, 

N orth-A frican church . Its free spirit, 
iii. 247 ; iv. 323, 439 
Nuns, cloisters for, iii. 326, 336 

Oak, synod of the, iv. 473 
Ofieiing, notion of, connected with 


Ahe sacrament of. the supper, iii. 
471 

Optatus of Mileve, iii. 236, 264 
Orange, council of (a.d. 441), iii. 

223; (A.D. 529), iv. 407 
Oriental church. As distinguished 
from the Western church, iii. 490. 
Anthropology of the, iv. 409-422 
Origen, compared with Augustin, iii. 
497, 501 

Origenists and the Origenistic contro- 
versy, iv. 248, 447, 489 
Original sin (inherited sin). Sec 
Pelagian controversy. 

Orosius, iii. 124. In the Pelagian 
controversy, iv. 312 

Paclioinius, labours of, iii. 334. Op- 
ponent of Origen, iv. 449 
Paganism, iii. 99 ^ 

Palladius the archdeacon, iii, 174 
Palladius, iii. 336 ; iv. 469 
Pambo, abbot, iii. 451 
Papacy, iii. 238-246 
Paphuntiiis, in. 209 
Parsism, iii, 149 

Passover, feast of — the time', iii,'‘427, 
428 

Patriarchs, iii. 231 
Patriarchal constitution, iii, 231-234 
Patrick, St. iii. 172-177 
Paulinus of Antioch, iv. 75. 

Piuliims, deacon, from Milan, iv. 310 
Paulus Catena, iii. 45 
Paul the hermit, iii. 323 
Paul of Emesa, iv. 175 
Pelagian controversy, iv. 298-372 
Pelagius, life of, iv. 299. Doctrine 
of human nature of Christ, iv. 298. 
In the Pelagian controv'ersy,iv.311. 
Opposed to the doctrine of Purga- 
tory, iv. 443 

Pelagius, Roman archdeacon, iv. 249, 
256 

Persian church, iii. 148-160 ; iv. 269, 
271 

Peter’s primacy, iii. 236 
Peter the clothier, iv. 240 
Peter of Alexandria, iii. 308, 311 
Peter of Jerusalem, iv. 249 
Peter Mongus, iv. 238 
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Petilian^ iii. 286, 29'f, 301 ^ 

J^hiligi)Opolis, counail of, a.d. 347, 
ir. 46 * • 

Philoxenos, iv. 240. Against images, 
i«. i ' 

Pfiotinus of Sirmium, iv. 30. Doc- 
trine concerning the persoft of 
Christ, iv. 94 
Pilgrimages, iii. 484 
Platonism, as a form of church doc- 
trine, iii. 49 G 
Pontiaims, iv. 256 
Porphyry of Gaza, iii. 110 
Possessor, iv. 40G 

Prayer, doctrine concerning. Eu- 
chites, iii. 344. Chrysostom on 
this point, iii. 395. Antiochian 
church — prayer for catechumens 
iii. 45G 

Bredestinatians, iv, 395 
Predestination, doctrine of, iv. 370 
Presbyters, iii. 219 
Priesthood, false idea of the, iii. 207 
Primasius of Carthage, iv. 2G2 • 

Priscillian and the PrisCiliianists, iv, 
491 

Pi‘oaeT^siu|t iii. 81 

Proclus of Constantinople, iv. 129, 
193 

Proclus the Keo-Platonist, iii. 118 
Prosper of Aqiiitania, iv. 380, 388 
Proterius of Alex;i,idria, iv. 233 
l^udentius, iii. 115 
Psalmody, iii, 450 
Ptolemy, monk, iii. 340 
Pulcheria, iv. 141, 171, 221 
Purgatory and purgatorial lire, iv.443' 
Pui'purius, iii. 262 

Rabulas of Edessa, iv. 192, 270 
Redemption, doctrine of. Different 
•views of the Eastern and Western 
churches, iv. 359, 443, As held 
by Augustin, iv. 359. By Pela- 
gias, iv. 307. By Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, iv. 446. By Priscil- 
lian, iv. 499 

Relics, worship of, iii. 264, 479 
Reparatus of Carthage, iv. 262 
Rheginus of Constantia, iv, 158 
Bhetorius, iv. 486 


Romanus, iii. 371 . • 

Rome, iii. 235-237. Auftioritji of the 
Roman church, )ii. 234 
Rufiniis, iv. 447*462 

* Sahas, ,iv. 533 

Sabbath, celebration of llie, iii. 421- 
424 

Sacraments, administration of the, 

iii. 453-470. Doctrine concerning 
the, iv. 423. 

Sapor II., iii. 147 

Sarabaites, iii. 350 

Saragossa, synod at (A.r>. 380) iv. 492 

Sardica, council of, iii. 214, 227, 244 ; 

iv. 46. Canons of this council < 
confounded with those of the coun- 
cil of Nice, iii. 245 

Sarniatio, iii. 391 

Scripture, inter])retation of, iii. 407 
Sects, history of the, iv. 483 
t Secundus of Ptolemais, iv. 26 
Secundus of Tigisis, iii. 261 
Seleucia,in Jsauria, council of, iv. 68 
Serni-Arianism, iv. 20 
Semi-Pelagianism, iv. 375 
Seneca, a bishop of Italy, iv. 335 
Serapion, monk, iv. 463 
Sermon, the, iii. 448 
Sermon on the mount, iv. 304 
Severus, poem of, iii. 16 
Severus, Alonophysite, iv. 241 
Silverius of Rome, iv. 247 
Simoon of Seleucia, iii. 152 
Simeon the Stylite, iii. 167, 363 
Simplicianus of Milan, iii. 81 
Simplicius, iii. 134, 136 ; iv. 511 
Sirmium, council of (a.d. 351), iv, 
52. Synod at (a.d. 357), iv. 64 
Siricius of Rome, iii. 210, 390,460: 

iv. 46 2, 495 
Sixtus of Rome, iv. 373 
^ocrates on the' observance of feasts, 
iii. 420 

State and church, Donatus, 

iii, 276. liitermmgling of the state, 
iii. 490. 

Stephanus Goharus, iv, 275 
Strategius, iii. 20 ; iv. 488 
Study of the ancients, iii. 212 ; iT.467 
Sunday, observance of, iii. 424 
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Hrnarljachu-s, iiK 101, 137 

til *140, 2 *0, 237, 405 , i\ . 

• 470. On wninstujsm, in. JOO. 
Fla.tnns'^ra, uu 400 

Tflpfnbdnt* (CcfVlmi) in lb 5 
T**rtuUianr m 222 * . 

ThalA^^slUs. of iv, 212 

Themi'^stms, iii 17, 97, O') 

TWotioi i, n't 2 lb 

Tht* Mionis \st 1 { 1-,, i\ 2 to 

Theoilort‘ ot m 110 

Doctnni* of in jm Onni, in 400, 
iMUnne* of tin* Huh ^jnut.n ^ i 
Dot tnne < mk('rnn )4 the jmj'.ud A 
<0awt, n Ins In m \mi to 
(Nrtil, n 140 < \ nil j it< n K Ins 

oondc amtmi, IV 192 ( (»ii I inn- 
n.25t Putuijtvti i 111 tin 
hffun (ontrovtrsv n lot 
Autivto})olnt2:\, IV tn Dnt li 
tonreiiim^ h iptisiii, n i]o -\jiu- 
cata»ti'i>, IV HI 

Theoioit't, 111 , Hi Motino, n {21. 
Ilnme, m 2 {”>, Mon istKisui, in 
iOt Wvuihp of siint>, in 17 1 
I utoi prv t It! m of «v i ijitm , hi. 407 
l)o< trijio of Uie Hoh ''pint, n 9') 
Depo^t^l, 1% 217 Ills vnitiuixs 
toii4eriHU*4 tv 2)2 '' n louiciit ot 

the LouJ’s suppu, IV t »7 
Theoduiettus ol Ovio>, in 1 yH 
'dioi dl")!*tm the <jn *t, ni 1 '.--111, 
250 y n M) 

Iheielovius ir.,iu D* >, 2 0,iv,H2, 
47 S 

Tiu kIo^hi® the Moat pivv ite, iv 2,2 
of Nh©, IV. 27, 20 
Thetv^HHt, IV. 403 

Theolutifv, III the moi't? icsiii tt-u &tnsre, 
IT. I, 02. 

Theoh'^ual ttliualioij, ai 211-211- 
Thv.(va®vs ot Mamantm, iv . 2b 
rhoophOtH of AU'jcmidm, jh 4«i 1. 
in i!i« Oms?n ir coulrtwei^v , iv 
405. 

rheo|>hita» the Anihian, m Indian, 
m, 104, IbO 

TlkHv|«4itias, of the Dotlis, m. 

177 


, • • 

I 'Iphiven, f-TUoti at (\ D, 536),, iv. 271 
. I ichnimis, in. 2t) ) ^ 

i limoth)!!** \i1nrus, IV 234 
Timotheus Silophacioluij, iv. 234 
I f itu« (4 Bostra, m 81 • 

I iololo, tOlTIKll of (A 1» 40o), hi. 

j 4*'{ , n )01 < oumil of (\.l>. 

, fOO), n, OU ( uUiJtil of (A.D. 

i b { ?), in 4”>I 

1 la lucnnisni, iv ^532 

iinntv. tlHtmie of fh*, iv 1-02 

'Ivu, s\u«Mi it n. M )), n. 35 

I Iphil is If! 177, n . 32b See 
{vrn n% His I an Hina jiain 
}« ndi\ 

I I a Ills 111 272, 274. 

I r a H's of ^in^itiunuin, n 64 
I IS n s, m 1 , 

\ ihns einp loi, in 0", n , 76 
\ thus, in >uk, 11 » {0 

V iliiis oi Miiisij jv nl 
\{eutm5ia I, m OM , n 78 
f \ ikiitnnan PI , in. loi, 187; iv, 01 
i \aloutiniui 111., in “240 , iv . 2*26 
i \ ai 9 iD, \iniis, IV. 02 ^ 

j \ ai uies, in. 1 ')b , i\. 5 * 

i \ij[i)intm$, HI 211, 1 C* OppoMd 
to tlie v\oi>hijv 0} uii a::;es, m. 

I \ igiliiis of H line, iv. 2 >3, 260, 263 
\ letoriiius, iH hi 

\ iiirei-tius SiiHienvis, Doramoaiio- 
nuitbiit 2 iO , iv 3H7 
Viiuentnis \ ntoi, tv }51 
5 o« itioiH, gtatium hhei de, iv. 393. 
in favour of the Eoaian pnmac j, 
111 . 2 9J 

Western (linrHi, in £43, 40f», Ah- 
thiopolo^T of the, IT. 280. ^ 

Xcnayis of Tahal, stvM li^,© Philos- 
inov, in, 410 ; iv- 240 

Zeno, emj^kror, in 191, %t. 239 
7«no ot Veioin, ni. 402, 509 
Zosaatia, the Ba^an histontn, iii 132 
Zov laus of Eonie, i«- 24T. fh® 
Bclagiau ewiUov'eisj, It, S 20* 
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